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EXPENSIVE TRASH 


Last year, Montana's 
taxpayers bought more 
~than $195,000/worth of 
trash.....bottles, cans, 
paper, and even old mat- 
tresses, 


Each year highway users 
throw more than 100 tons 
of litter along state 
highways. Highways main- 
tenance crews are respon- 
sible for keeping road- 
ways clear of litter to 
provide motorists with a 
clean and beautiful view. 


Not long ago, Montana co- 
operated in a national 
study of the composition 
of roadside litter. It 
found that paper items ac- 
counted for 59 per cent of 
the total, followed by 


plastic, bottles and cans, — 


Items included dentures, 
dead animals and dice. 


Most dumping of litter is 
done within a radius of 
five miles of towns and 
cities. 
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The reason for this study is the economic fea- 
sibility of one Solid Waste Disposal unit for 
Lewis and Clark County and how it fits in with 
a Service Transfer or Consolidation. 


However, Solid Waste takes in more than just 
garbage. It deals with a county-wide junk 
Car program, abandoned vehicles, sewage and 
septic disposal, resource recovery and many 
other items, 


So this report deals mainly with refuse dis- 
posal and the junk car program for Lewis and 
Clark County. 


Method used in the study was to look at ex- 
isting State and Federal Laws and Rules to 
see if each area of the county complied. 


HISTORY OF SOLID WASTE IN MONTANA 


The State of Montana (Department of Health) became aware of Solid Waste pro- 
blems in the early 60's. In 1965 the State Department of Health initiated legis- 
lation vo control refuse disposal. Montana was one of the first in the nation. 
They even beat the federal government. For approximately two years the State 
Department of Health, Environmental Services division enforced the law by advi- 
sing communities of what was required, 


They were short of help so in 1967 they applied for and received a federal 
grant to hire someone to survey the entire state to see the status of dumps and 
landfills. The individual that was hired was Mr, Terry Carmody. Of all the dumps 
inspected only one in the state was considered a landfill. Im 1973 the Solid Waste 
Bureau was created to better help in enforcing the law. 


The Districting Law was passed after being requested by County Commissioners 
to help pay for the upkeep of dumps and landfills in communities. 


DUTIES AND FUNCTIONS OF THE 
SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT BUREAU 
(Chief - Terry Carmody ) 


1. Sanitary Landfills and Other Disposal Methods 
a. Routine compliance inspections 
b. Technical information aid 
c. Site approval 
d, Dead animals 
2. Junk Vehicles 
a. Licensing of motor vehicle wrecking facilities 
b. Approval and funding of county free vehicle graveyard plans 
c. Routine inspections of all motor vehicle wrecking facilities 
d., Junk vehicle disposal 
3. Hazardous Materials 
a. Dissemination of information on handling and disposal of hazardous 
wastes 
b. Research 
4, Training and Public Relations 
a. Dissemination of information state-wide on all aspects of Bureau 
work 
b. Public programs to groups and organizations on request 
c. Technical training sessions for landfill operators 
5. Resource Recovery 
a. Market development 
b. Aid in planning and implementation of local programs 
c. Information dissemination 
6. Enforcement 
a. Junk Vehicle Disposal Law 
b. Solid Waste Law 


Refuse Disposal Districts 
Title 69 Chapter 60 RCM 1947 

Junk Vehicle Disposal Law 
Title 69 Chapter 68 RCM 194 


16-2.14(2) - S14100 Refuse Disposal Area, Licensing 


16-2.14(2) - S14261 Motor Vehicle Wrecking Facilities 


Refuse Disposal Site - Wolf Creek : @ 


location - The dump site at Wolf Creek is located close to the Interstate 
Highway exchange where you turn North to go to Augusta. It is approximately 
+ mile down a dirt road located on private property. 


Estimated Population Served - 100 

Ownership of Land - Mr. Kantorowicz 

Operation and Maintenance done by - County Road Crew 
Operation and Maintenance funded by - (None) 


Operation in Compliance with State Codes - (No) 


It is a trench-type operation. The trench at the time of inspection hadn't 
been filled since Spring. There was no gate and the trench was almost filled to 
capacity. The availability of additional land is questionable. 


One of the problems that I noticed during inspection was that there were 
some elderly people scavenging through the dump. The E.P.A. recommends no 
scavenging should be permitted at all to avoid injury and to prevent inter- 
ference with site operation. 


The State of Montana and the Environmental Protection Agency say that State © 
and Federal agencies must use an approved landfill. One meeting all the stan- 
dards, The City of Helena Landfill and the Scratch Gravel District are the only 
ones meeting all of these requirements in Lewis and Clark County. 


The State of Montana, Fish & GamePark at Holter Lake and the Bureau of Land 
Management have been hiring an individual to haul the refuse generated in that 
area into Wolf Creek. There has been no reimbursement to Lewis and Clark County 
or to the residents of that area for the use of the dump. 


I notified Mr. Ben Forsyth, Supervisor of District 4 that the dump at Wolf 
Creek was not in compliance with regulations. He said-that they had been talk- 
ing to a private contractor from Great Falls. Mr. Forsyth said that they will 
make other arrangements. 


I talked to the Bureau of Land Management in Missoula. Mr. Darrell McDaniel 
eaid that the B,L.M. would make other arrangements and notified me of two other 
illegal dumping sites on B.L.M. land. 


The statistics for population and refuse generation will be in a section 
devoted specifically to those items. 


MONTANA DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCES 
Environmental Sciences Division 

Solid Waste Management Bureau ee 

Helena, Montana 59601 


October 21, 1975 


Fleld Investigation 
Locality: Wolf Creek Refuse Disposal Area 


Date: October 15, 1975 
Persons Seen: Karen Suden 


On October 15, 1975, 1! accompanied Karen Suden, a representative from the 
Local Government Study Commission on an inspection of the Wolf Creek refuse 
disposal area. The results of that inspection follow. 


Access to this site is unrestricted and dumping may occur 24 hours per day. 
The site had not been covered recently and as a result blowing paper was observed 
throughout the site. Refuse is being deposited randomly throughout the trench 
area, but there was no evidence of burning. 


Recommendations: 


1. A three-to-one slope needs to be established in the trench. Refuse should 
be confined to the toe of this three-to-one slope; and at the end of each operating 
day, the refuse can be worked up the face of the slope, compacted and covered easily. 
This practice will not be feasible unless the access to the site is controlled to 
certain hours per day and certain days per week. If a caretaker cannot be on duty 
during open days, signs should be used to specify where dumping should occur. This 
practice would also greatly increase che longevity of the trench and minimize the 
time that would be required to adequately maintain the site. 


2. Blowing paper, which was observed at the site, should be picked up and 
deposited in the trench. Frequent maintenance of the site would minimize this 
problem. | 


Respectfully submitted, 


an Lf 
iA : si 
4ypliats K. Lf apaie HO 


Paddy R. Trusler, R.S. 
Solid Waste Management Bureau 
Environmental Sciences Division 


PRT/Ib 


Refuse Disposal Site - Craig = 


Location - The site at Craig is just 6 miles from Wolf Creek. It is approxi- 
mately 14 miles North of Criag off the Interstate Exchange. 


Area Served - Craig 

Estimated Population Served - 50 

Ownership of Land - Mr. Don Pollack 

Operation and Maintenance done by - Members of the community and the County 


road crew on a sporadic schedule. 


Operation and Maintenance funded by - No method of funding 


= 


Operation in Compliance with State Codes - (NO) 


During inspection I found the gate locked, no sign telling where to get a 
key. I assume the residents in the area know. We did find out when asking dir- 
ections that a key could be found at the local bar, 


The site had not been covered for months. Weeds were growing in the refuse. 


After talking to Mr. Don Pollack, owner of the property, he informed me that 
people use the dump after paying their local cemetery association $10.00 a year. 


He stated he thought they did the best they could without raising the taxes. 
Their needs were different than a big city and he thought that they could take 
care of it with volunteer help. 


He also stated that it didn't bother anyone. You can't see it and nobody 
lives within three miles, 





MONTANA DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCES 
Environmental Sciences Division 
Solid Waste Management Bureau 
Helena, Montana 59601 ee Pe 


October 21, 1975 


Field Investigation 
Locality: Craig Refuse Disposal Area 


Date: October 15, 1975 
Persons Seen: Karen Suden 


On October 15, 1975, | accompanied Karen Suden, a representative from the 
Local Government Study Commission, on an inspection of the Cratg refuse disposal 
area. The results of that Inspection fol low. 


The access to the site is restricted by a locked gate; and at the time of 
inspection, the dump was closed. Refuse from previous days' dumping had not 
been covered or compacted; and as a result, blowing paper was observed through- 
out the site. There was no evidence of burning, but the smell of decomposing 
putrescible matter was pronounced. a 


Recommendations: 


1. The site is located in an excavated area, and the maintenance of this 
site Is going to be rather difficult. The only suggestion that ! would have 
would be to establish a three-to-one slope on the southern face of the excavated 
pit. Refuse can be deposited at the toe of the pre-established three-to-one slope 
on the south side, and cover material can be taken from the north side of the pit. 
This will enable you to remove cover materlal and increase the area where dumping 
can occur as you go. The face of the compacted refuse should be kept to a minimum 
size in order to minimize the amount of time which would be required to work the 
area and the minimum amount of dirt which would be needed to adequately cover the 
compacted refuse. Proper maintenance on the site would restrict the amount of blow- 
ing paper, and the odor from the site would be minimal, If any. 


Respectfully submitted, 

ra 

pias Pail Pus pa 
ficteks Ke Jew 
Paddy R. Trusler, R.S. 


Solid Waste Management Bureau 
Environmental Sciences Division 


PRT/Ib 
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Refuse Disposal Site - Augusta 
Location - $ mile N.W. of the city. 
Area Served -. Augusta 
Est. Population Served - 500 
Ownership of Land - Tee Bar Ranch Company 
Operation and Maintenance Done by - County road crew 
Operation and Maintenance Funded by - No method of funding 
Operation in Compliance with State Codes - NO 

During inspection I noticed unrestricted access, No proper signing and junk 
cars etc. Because of the location being on top a prairie bench, there is constant 
danger that the adjacent pasture could catch fire since burning is a common prac- 
Tice’, 

The trench was not properly maintained and hasn't been covered in a long time. 
The residents are aware of this problem and formed a committee to look into it. 1l 
could find no record of them meeting. The committee was formed in May 1975. The 


members are: Mr, George P. Jahnke, Suzy Holt, Mr. Victor Krueger, and County Com- 
missioner Chris Gardner. | | 





MONTANA DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCES 
Environmental Sciences Diviston 
Solid Waste Management Bureau oe ae - 
Helena, Montana 59601 


October 20, 1975 


Field Investigation 
Locality: Augusta Refuse Disposal Area 


Date: October 15, 1975 
Persons Seen: Karen Suden 


On October 15, 1975, | accompanied Karen Suden, a representative from the Loca] 
Government Study Commission, on an Inspection of the Augusta refuse disposal area. 
The results of that inspection follow. 


Access to this site Is unrestricted and people may dump 24 hours per day, every 
day. Dumping takes place the full length of the trench and there is evidence of ) 
burning. Because of the lack of maintenance on the site, blowing paper was observed 
throughout the area. 


Recommendations: 


1. A three-to-one slope should be established in the trench. The refuse 
shall be confined to the toe of the three-to-one slope; and after each day of 
operation, the refuse shall be worked up the face of the slope, compacted and 

) covered with a minimum of six inches of soil. This practice will provide for 
the greatest utilization of the trench. However, before this practice is 
feasible, the access to the site must be restricted to certajn hours per day 
and certain days per week. Without this, one cannot expect to have anything 
but random dumping throughout the site. If a caretaker cannot be on the site 
during the days that the landfill is open, a sign should be used to speci fy 
where dumping should occur (i.e. dump between signs). 


2. All burning which takes place at the refuse disposal area must be 
discontinued immediately. 


3. Blowing paper around the site shall be picked up and deposited in 
the trench. If the refuse is worked, compacted and covered on a frequent 
basis, the Iitter problem would be greatly reduced. 


Respectfully submitted, 


(se Ke. Jr 


Paddy R. Trusler, R.S. 
Solid Waste Management Bureau 
Environmental Sciences Division 


PRT/Ib 


Refuse Disposal Site - Lincoln 


Location - 7 miles east along the highway on State Forest Service land. There 
are 10 acres. 


Area Served - Lincoln 
Est. Population Served - 1005 
Ownership of Land - State Forest Service 


Operation and Maintenance Done by - The Lincoln Refuse Board who contracts the 
work out. The contractor is Mr. Howard Bish, The equipment is furnished 
with the bid, 


Operation and Maintenance Funded by - Lincoln Refuse Disposal District 
Operation in Compliance with State Codes - A few problems with compliance 


The Board members are: 


Mr. George Anderson,Chairman 
Mr. Jay Verdi 

Mr. Ed Naughten, Sec, 

Mr. Steve Winderl 


Mr, Les Cramer @ 
Mr, Art Connick, County Commissioner 


There are a set of by-laws for the members to run the district with. Every- 
thing is set down and easy to read. There is a problem with the resolution 
creating the district. It states that there will be collection provided. Another 
major problem with the resolution is that the fee stated is not proportionate with 
costs. The resolution is number 1975-46, 

When checking the budget in the Clerk and Recorder's office, I noticed it does 
not show that the County Commissioners approved the budget. Yet, claims are being 
paid. 

With minor alterations of the trench and wood waste pile, the landfill would 
be in compliance, ' 

The State Department of Health will give free training to personnel running 
the landfills. If wanted, it can be done on the site. 

The site was properly signed stating hours of useage, restrictions, and emer- 
gency telephone number. ‘They are open from 9 to 6 p.m. Saturday and Monday. 

The following fee schedule has been established: 

$10 summer residents 

$20 permanent residents 

$54 commercial (large users) 

$25 commercial (small users) - 


Actually it varies for commercial establishments. Rates are individually looked 
at by the board. Senior citizens get a 50% discount. The fee is collected on the 


first 3 of the taxes in November each year. re 





Salary 


Maintenance & 
Operation 


Deductions (Fringe 
Benefits) 


Misc, Expense 


Salary 


Maintenance & 
Operation 


Deductions 


Misc, Expense 


Outlay (Itemized ) 


LINCOLN REFUSE DISTRICT 


Expended 
74-75 


5,054.00 


1,930.93 


303.91 
289.24 


CTOs LO 


Expended 
1973-74 


Byo0e.00- 


985.73 
327.33 


4,807.89 


9452.95 


Revenues 74-75 


Lincoln Ranger Station 
State Fish & Game 


Budgeted 
74-75 


5,603.44 


3,275.00 


325.00 


500.00 


9,703.44 
Budgeted 
1973-74 


3,500.00 


2,000.00 


250.00 


4,950.00 


10,700.00 


Estimated 
75-76 


10, 350.00 


1,296.00 


400,00 
1,854.00 


13,900.00 


108.00 
A ge 





$129.75 


Budgeted 
75-76 


5,603.44 


3,275.00 
325.00 


500.00 


9,703.44 


MONTANA DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCES 
Environmental Sciences Division 
Solid Waste Management Bureau @ : 
Helena, Montana 5960] oar. ¥ ‘ 


October 20, 1975 


Field Investigation 


Locality: Lincoln 
Date: October 15, 1975 


On October 15, 1975, | accompanied Karen Suden, a representative from the Local 
Government Study Commission, on an inspection of the Lincoln refuse disposal area. 
The results of that inspection follow. 


At the time of inspection, the dumping area was closed and no dumping was taking 
place. The trench where refuse is deposited had exposed refuse and there was a need 
for more cover. The garbage was being worked on a three-to-one slope, but it did not 
appear that refuse was compacted as well as it should have been, in order to utilize 
the fill area to the fullest extent. A large wood waste pile was observed at the 
site. The wood waste pile was not clean; it contained refrigerators, stoves, other 
metallics, mattresses and other materials which could cause a high degree of smokz. 


Recommendations: 


1. After each day of operation, refuse shal] be worked on a three-to-one '@ 
and compacted. The compacted refuse shall be covered with six inches or more of 


cover material. 


2. Before the wood waste pile can be burned, materials mentioned above (i.e. 
metallics, refrigerators, stoves, mattresses, etc.) must be removed in order that 
the burn can be as smokeless as possible. 


Respectfully submitted, 
Mee fi. reg <— 
Paddy R. Trusler, R.S. 


Solid Waste Manageirent Sureau 
Environmental Sciences Division 


PRT/ 1b 
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Refuse Disposal Site - Marysville, Canyon Creek 
locations - Ti2 N. R 5 W Sec. 31 1/8 mile from town 


Area Served - Marysville, Canyon Creek 


\ 


Estimated Population Served - 1970 Census 142 


Ownership of Land - Questionable. Believed to be on leased land from a mining 
company. 


Operation and Maintenance Done by - NONE 
Operation and Maintenance Funded by - NONE 
Operation in Compliance with State Codes - NO 


Marysville and Canyon Creek were conbined because of evidence of refuse from 
Canyon Creek. Actually there is no legal dumping area provided for these two com- 
munities. 

Typical promiscuous dump. 


Milford Colony 
Location: Bowman's Corner 


Information comes from Mr. Les Cramer, City-County Sanitarian. The colony 


allows no picture taking. 
The site is located more than + mile from the housing. It is an excellent 


trench type. It is taken care of by members of the colony. 


MONTANA DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCES 
Environmental Sciences Division 
Solid Waste Management Bureau ; | 
Helena, Montana 59601 @. 


November 5, 1975 


Field Investigation 
Locality: ‘Marysville, Lewis and Clark County 


Date: November 4, 1975 


Persons Seen: Karen Suden, Local Government Study Commission 


On this date the undersigned inspected the Marysville refuse disposal area. The 
results of that inspection follow. 


The site is located approximately .4 mile northeast of Marysville in Section 31, 
Township 12 North, Range 5 West. Ownership of the land has not been determined. 
The site is simply an open, burning dump. Refuse is brought to the site by resi- 
dents from Marysville and Canyon Creek and dumped beside the road. The refuse is 
then burned from time to time, resulting in burning of trees adjacent to the dump. 
Then some unknown person pushes the debris over the steep bank with a track type 
dozer when no more room is available next to the road. The dump extends for 
approximately two hundred yards along the road. The refuse was on fire at the 4 
time of inspection. Portions of several big game animals were at the site, including @ 
heads, feet, and viscera. 


Recommendations: 


1. Close the site immediately by posting signs and installing fences that would 
prohibit people from entering the area. | 


2. Reclaim the site next spring (1976) when the weather allows. 
Parform follow-un enforcement in the area to be sure Marysville/Canyon Creek 


residents are disposing of their refuse in a sanitary landfill or are hiring 
someone to do it. 


Lo 


Respectfully submitted, 


Vic R. Andersen, R.S. 

Solid Waste Management Bureau 

Environmental Sciences Division 
VRA: ao 


(A 


TYPICAL PROMISCUOUS DUMPS 
(OR WHERE DO THE OTHER PEOPLE GO) 


There is no legal dumping area for over 600 people using the 1970 census 
data. With the growth rate of the Valley north and east of Helena some con- 
Sideration should be given as to where these people may haut their refuse. 


People are not denied the use of the Scratch Gravel District or the Hel- 
ena Landfill. They are denied the use of the East Helena dump. 


If you use the Scratch Gravel you pay the $18.50 to use the district. If 
you use the°Helena Landfill you pay by the load. 


Some provision has to be made to help the people in the outlying areas. 
Some of the communities not involved are: 


Canyon Ferry 
Marysville 
Canyon Creek 
Birdseye 
Austin 
Tark- 
' All. areas East of Bast Helena 


3 





Refuse Disposal Site - Scratch Gravel District 


Hours Open -. Thurs, to Mon. 10 to 6 p.m., (Sat. open 9 to 5), closed Tues., Wed. @. 
Location - Sec, 12 10N 4:W (2 miles from Helena) 


Area Served - School 1-A: Mount Ascension and Helena Southeast areas 

School District 1-Out 

1. North: Fairgrounds, County Hospital, St. Joseph's Home and 
Resurrection Cemetery area 

2. South: Unionville and Park City areas 

School District 2: Fort Harrison and Blue Cloud areas 

School District 3: McCleod Basin, Copper Butte, Hauser Lake, Har- 
mony School, Lake Helena, Warren School and Airport areas 

School District 6: Scratch Gravel east, College Place School, 
Mountain View School and Masonic Home areas 

School District 24: Rimini, Colorado Gulch and northerly Nelson 
Guich areas- 


Estimated Population Served - 1970 Census 6,619 population, 2,260 households 
Ownership of Land - Scratch Gravel District 
Operation and Maintenance Done by - Scratch Gravel district, disposal only 


Operation and Maintenance funded by - fee levied against households and commercial 
users, $18.50 per resident per year 


Operation in Compliance with State Codes - YES @ 


Although the Scratch Gravel District is in compliance with State Health De- 
partment Codes pertaining to landfill operations, I see some problems within the . 
way the district was created and in the operations of the district. 

The resolution is number 1975-45 and is was not passed until July 28, 1975. 
The language used relfecting costs, and the manner in which the fee is collected 
is written improperly. 

1 had an attorney's opinion on this resolution and the one creating the Lin- 
coln District, 

The board members are: County Commissioner Art Woods, Sanitarian Les Cramer, 
Chairman Ralph Hahn, Secretary Robert O'Leary and Mr. S.B. Sias. 

There are no by-laws for which to run the board. Therefore, there is no pro- 
cedure laid out for orderly replacement of board members, For a period of time 
there wasn't a secretary to keep track of all of the business, 

No accounting procedure has been established. Therefore, there is no trea- 
surer's report. 

(At date of printing, the by-laws were drawn up by the County Commissioners 
but not approved. ) 

The budget for Scratch Gravel doesn't reflect the purchase of a $50,000 cat 
or does it show that Mr. Jim Hartley of Hartley's garbage service is hauling all 
of his refuse into there at $4,800 a year. 

ir, Hartley told me that he hauls approximately 600 households' refuse from 
Jefferson Zounty. 


600 households X 17.3 = approxmiately cubic yards per year 
assuming 2-32 gal. cans/family per week = 10,380 yd3/yr = 1038 tons/yr. 


Let's use Helena's $4,50/ton fee 
1038 X 34.50 = $4,671 = cost for Jefferson County one year 


sed ee eas 





So for $129.00 a year Mr. Hartley is hauling all of his refuse from his 
Helena commercial accounts, the outlying area, and the Scratch Gravel District. 

I used the $4.50 a ton Helena fee because Mr. Hartley hauled 547 tons of 
refuse into the Helena Landfill from Oct. 1974 to Sept. 1975. 

The reason this information about the Cat and the fees from Mr. Hartley is 
not in the budget is that this obligation and income areas were done after the 
budgeting process, 

The method of payment for financing the new Cat will be that they will use 
the $10,000 a year that was budgeted toward the purchase of land, 

At this point in time the Scratch Gravel District is paying for its costs 
with its fee just barely covering. I can foresee problems with the district since 
Judge Meloy's ruling against the district and they have to return some monies to 
people living in the district, 

Another point is that those residents living in the area are subsidizing the 
garbage of the residents living in Augusta, Wolf Creek, and Craig. 

County road crews are used to dig the trenches in these areas. This is a 
misuse of county road funds, 

32-3706, Use of county road funds, The county road fund of each county shall 
be used for the construction, repair, and maintenance of all public highways within 
its boundaries which are outside the corporate limits of any city or town and are 
not either state or federal highways. 

History: En,Sec, 7-206, Ch. 197, L. 1965 

This procedure has to be rectified so that it is fairer to those affected. 


SCRATCH GRAVEL LANDFILL DISTRICT 
RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL RATES 


EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 1973 


RESIDENTIAL RATES 


Class 
I Single Family $18.50 per year 
seal Duplex 4,00 per month 
ea Tri-plex 5.50 per month 
IV Four-plex 7.00 per month 
V Five-plex 8.50 per month 
Vi Six-plex 10.00 per month 
VII Seven-plex 11.50 per month 

Apartment buildings with more than 7 units shall 

be placed in the commercial rate class according 

to the volume of refuse generated. 

COMMERCIAL RATES 

Class 
ni 1-100 lbs. 6 4,00 per month 
II 101-250 lbs. 7,00 per month 
pew? 251-500 lbs. 12.00 per month 
IV 501-1,000 lbs. 20.00 per month 
ch 1,001-1,500 lbs. 30.00 per month 
VI 1350: heand up 40.00 per month 
VI Shopping Centers 


By order of the Scratch Gravel Landfill Directors: Art Woods, Ralph Hahn, Frank 
Capps, S.B. Sias, and Dave Thomas. 


IS 





Land 32,86 

D-* Cat 

Building 

Dump Attendant 

Cat Operator 

Gate Operator 

Cat Maintenance 
Mont. Power & Misc, 
Pickup (used) 
Fence 


Hosp., Dake Pietro. 
Industrial Accident 


Salaries 
Outlay 
M.E.O. 
Deductions 


ta 


SCRATCH GRAVEL LANDFILL 


Est. 73-74 


9,858 
5,000 
6,000 
6,000 
9,150 
1,000 
1,500 
1,500 
500 
420 


2,000 
816 


43,744 


16,150 
21,778 

3,000 
2,816 


43,744 





le 


Outlay 
Outlay 
Outlay 
Outlay 
Outlay 
Outlay 
Outlay 
Outlay 
Out lay 
Outlay 


18.50 


Budgeted 73-74 


9,858 
5,000 . 
6,000 
6,000 
9,150 
1,000 
1,500 
1,500 
500 
420 


2,000 
816 


43, 7p 


© t 
‘ 


2° yr. payors 
4 yr. payoff 











SCRATCH GRAVEL LANDFILL 


Expended Budgeted Est, Exp. Approved Bet, 
74-75 74-75 75-76 75-76 

Salaries LOR OL a. 20,060 . 20 ,000 20,000 
Maintenance & Oper. 6,016711 6,896 7» 500 7500 
Travel & Expense 500 500 500 
Interest on Land utes 12 

Warrant Interest 25.86 341 300 300 
Insurance & Interest 85 425 425 
Deductions 2,910,85 Bo25 4,000 4,000 


Outlay 
Interest on BK loan for 
purchase of major equip. 


Total 31,219 36,725 36,725 
Outlay (Itemize) 9,200 13,120 14,000 
Used Dumptruck 500 
Well & Pump 3,000 3,000 


Fuei-tank--500 
B-8-Gat-9,200 


Landscaping & Fence 420 500 
Land payment 10 ,000 
Breakdown on Maintenance 14,000 total 14,000 
for Mont. Power & Misc. 400 ly, 339 


Cat Maintenance 3,746 
Motor Fuel & Lub 2,500 
Heat (Stove Oil) 250 


Total, 50,725 


525031 50 
Employees Monthly Yearly Monthly Yearly 
Kroll 500 6,000 600 7,200 
Tjaden 850 10,200 900 10,800 
Gate & Relief Attendants 2,000 2,000 
$20,000 


Revenues for 1974-1975 
Permits & Commercial $830.62 


Goes into Cash Fund 


Credited at budget time 


ot -~ 


MONTANA DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCES & 
Environmental Sciences Division ; 
Solid Waste Management Bureau 
Helena, Montana 59601 


October 29, 1975 


Field Investigation 


Locality: Scratch Gravel Refuse Disposal District Landfill 
Date: October 27, 1975 


Persons Seen: Karen Suden, Local Government Study Comission; and Willis Kroll, 
Caretaker 


On October 27, 1975, I accompanied Karen Suden, a representative from the 
Local Government Study Commission, on an inspection of the Scratch Gravel refuse 
disposal area. The results of that inspection follow. 


At the time of inspection, the disposal area was open and a caretaker, Willis 
Kroll, was on duty. Small amounts of refuse are being deposited over the edge of C 
the trench, while packer trucks drive directly into the trench and deposit refuse 
at the toe of the slope. Refuse is spread up a three-to-one slope, compacted, and 
covered with enough soil to control blowing paper. A compacted layer of six inches 
of cover is placed over the refuse on a weekly basis. 


A large wood waste pile intermingled with some metal is on site and easily visi- 
ble from Green Meadow Drive. This pile is in the process of being compacted and 
covered. 


Recommendations: 
1. Continue to maintain the trench-type operation in an approved and sanitary manner. 


2. Compact and cover the wood waste pile as soon as possible. The pile is readily 
visible by traffic on Green Meadow Drive and is practically the only evidence of 
a landfill operation. Once this is done, the sign pointing out the access to 
the landfill will be the only obvious part of the landfill operation. 


Re tfully submitted, 


. 
Paddy R. Trusler, R.S. 
Solid Waste Management Bureau 
Environmental Sciences Division 
PRT: ao & 
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Refuse Disposal] Gite - City of Mast Helena 

Location - Jouthwest of City of East Helena across the railroad tracks 
Area are - Hast Helena Residents only 

Estimated Population served - 1970 Census 1,651 


Ownership of Land - American “melter and Refining, leased by City of Bast Helena, 
(est. 5 to 10 acres) 


Operation and Maintenance and Disposal (collection) Done by - Street Crew 


Operation and Maintenance funded by - Garbage Department category in city budget, 
also subsidized by Street Department 


Uveration in Complian¢e with State Codes = NO 


uOUTS at this site = lot regulated. You have to get a key from City Hall or one 
of the councilmen or mayor. 


Pickup - Twice a week (Monday and Friday). Covering also. There are Lhree men 
on the truc, One half day an employee goes out and covers up the refuse. 


The site is fenced with a woven-wire type fence, The refuse is dumped at 
the end of the pit and then the city street crew comes out,pushes the refuse into 
the trenchand then pushes dirt out over the top. Therefore, there is very little 
) compaction. The garbage goes uncovered over the weekend. 
Observations from inspections: 
1. The landfill is not being adequately taken care of. 
2. The access road was in bad shape. 
3. The landfill wasn't adequately signed. No hours were posted.or 
how pe get a ley. 
4, The City of East Helena has been extremely busy with sewage fpiro- 
Wiens and hasn't had time to work the land il] properly. 
(These observations were made before my interviews. ) 

i talked to Councilmen Ardnt and Murgel, Councilwoman Pistilak, Mayor Uave 
Foster, and City Clerk Garnet Dietrick, (Not to Councilman Ray Willians, however, ) 

In reading State Department of Health records it has been their recommenda- 
tion since 1973 to close the East Helena dump, and for iiast Helena to haul their 
refuse into the Helena Landfill. 

All records from the Health Department indicate they are running out of land 
at the:r present site. Councilmen Ardnt and Murgel said they were having fill 
dirt haulec in. Mayor Foster siad that there is enough land there for the next 
25 to 30 years. He said there isn't enough land for outsiders, but they can sure 

handie Sast Yelena residents, The reason have to have a key is to stop unrestrictec 


a@,0r Foster said that he would fight it all the way to the “Supreme Court if 
if the Study Commissions put it on the ballot so wast Nelena couldn't 
NeVereon i. over their garbage. 
‘ eins the article in the paper, he made the men go out on a wunday to 


cw. 


: reTuse, with no overtime pay. 
.) ~ Touri out after my inspection that they normally cover the refuse on Tues- 
jay. we het Deen there tonday, but the men were behind in their work at the site 

because of other problems a Theo ae, 


when ficuring out what the men spend in hours and what they are paid 1 figure 


that the street cepar Fe is subsidizing the Garbage Department. 
wayor >osTer and City Clerk Dietrick say that the salaries are prorated in 


the budget, 


ae 


did not have time to go back over the men's payroll sheets or the main- 
tenance co3ts records, 

Their garbase truck was purchased throngh Revenne Sharing and the Genera] 

Total cont $20,396.61, 415,686 - Revenue ShariIne. 3/t,710.6t - General 


There are no line items or breakdowns in the city budget for fas and oj]; 
taxes; depreciation; repairs; construction and maintenance materials; lease; 
Capital Outlay replacement; costs on land payment of $50.00 a year. 

It is extremely difficult to run down the actual operating costs of the 


From everything, 1 have read 1 find it hard to 
ALSO & land usage can't 


Hast Helena Garbage Department. 
believe that the actual operating costs are 510, 300. 
be done because of lack of said tests. 

Al] of the councilmen and the mayor expressed an interest in running a lane- 
interested in other options, 


fist. that met standards andl some were 


“ 





Kast Helena 


Budgeted 
73-74 TH-75 75-76 
Salaries 6,991. 544 ie ae bet 8 7,200 
Maintenance and Operation 1,100.20 tO] Lea 3,000 


(Rental and Extra Help) 993.65 
Supplies 
Out of total amount 74-75 $950 spent for digging 
$8,091.74 $8,818.25 %10, 300 


There are 3 employees paid $4,82 per hour. 


They work two days per week collecting re- 
fuse. it takes them all day. It takes ap- 
proximately 3 day to cover the refuse. 


3 men-2 days $4.82 X 3 men X 16 hours = $231.36 


1 man-$ day $4.82 X 4 hours = 19.28 
1 weeks work 250,64 


$250, 64 
2 weeks 


$13,033.28 
Employee Benefits are figured at 12.63% 


Salaries 195033528 -% 


i 12.63% 
Fringe 1,646.10 


Total $14,679, 38 


When you add the salaries to the cost 
of maintenance, using the City of East 


Helena figures 3,000.90 
$17,679.38 ‘Total costs 


MONTANA DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCES 
Environmental Sciences Division 
Solid Waste Management Bureau 
Helena, Montana 59601 


October 21, 1975 


Field Investigation 
locality: East Helena 
Date: October 15, 1975 
Persons Seen: Karen Suden 


On October 15, 1975, |! accompanied Karen Suden, a representative from the 
Local Government Study Commission, on an inspection of the East Helena refuse 
disposal area. The results of that inspection follow. 


At the time of the inspection, the refuse disposal area was closed to 
dumping. Recent rains have made the access road leading to the site nearly 
impassible. Roads within the site are also very rough, making accessibility 
to proper areas of dumping nearly impossible. Refuse from previous days' 
dumping had been confined to a particular area, but refuse was not compacted 
or covered properly. As a result of inadequate maintenance on the site, blow- 
ing paner was observed; however, there was no burning taking place at the 
disposal area. 

Recormendations: 

1. Roads leading to the site and within the site should be improved so 
that they are more passible. This would alleviate the potential problem of 
random dumping within the site. 


2. After each operating day, refuse shall be compacted and covered with 
a minimum of sIx inches of soil. Maintenance after each operating day will 
alleviate the problem of blowing paper within the site. 


Respectfully submitted, 
oo v ; he g #5 


Etec POTTED Oh? uated = eaie 
Paddy R. Trusler, R.S. 

Solid Waste Management Bureau 
Environmental Sciences Division 
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Refuse Disposal Site - City of Helena 

Location - Center of the city, $ block off of Mainstreet and Lyndale Avenue. 
Area Served - City of Helena 

Estimated Population - 1970 Census 22,730 

Ownership of Land - City and lease from Burlington Northern 


Operation and Maintenance Done by - Collection and Disposal City Sanitation 
Department 


Operation and Maintenance Funded by - Monthly service charge of $3.00 a month= 
$36.00 a year 


The City of Helena offers once a week pickup for residential areas and up 
to 7 days a week for some commercial. 

The Sanitation Department went to the plastic bag system for reasons of 
economy and efficiency. The city cut back from 26 men to 16 to run the depart- 
ment. 

The plastic bag system went into effect in January 1975. They have about 
a 98% user ratio. They are not mandatory if people don't want to use them but 
are provided anyway. City ordinance says that garbage containers for other 
than bulk accumulation shall be galvanized metal containers not exceeding thirty 
two (32) gallons capacity, in good repair, leakproof, rodent proof, and free from 
holes, or other containers of equal size that are deemed acceptable by the City- 
County Health Officer. (Ordinance Sec.# 8-4-2:A. ) 

Dr. Dawson, City-County Health Officer, was not consulted in this matter. 
She did say that they had very few complaints about the use of plastic bags. 

The City of Helena Landfill is considered one of the best in the State, ac- 
cording to Mr. Terry Carmody, Director of the Solid Waste Management Bureau, and 
is often used as an example of how a landfill should be used. 

It is believed that the City Landfill is quite capable of handling twice the 
amount of refuse that it takes in without hiring any extra help or purchasing of 
equipment. 

There were several questions that were raised by people attending the first 
public hearing the City Study Commission held. 

1. Does the city handle dead animals? 

a. Yes, at this time it takes some of the smaller animals. Ex. from the 
Animal Shelter. 

b. They would have to dig a larger pit to be able to handle dead cows 
and horses, but they do have the capacity. 

2. What would they do with barbed wire and other farm type refuse? 

‘The wood would be treated as demolition materials. The barbed wire 
would be bundled and compacted. 

3. Ss it true there is water in the ground beneath the Landfill? 

Yes, a concrete pipe drain was installed through the landfill site and 
it was completely sealed. The water from the pipe goes into the sewer 
System and goes into the sewage treatment plant. 


There have been extensive tests run around this area and out into the 
valiey checking for contamination. There is absolutely no record of 
this creating a problem with drinking water in this area and up to 2 
miles north. (Well checks were done by the City-County Sanitarian) 
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cont. from #3 (This data is absolutely correct. JI double checked and when 
they go into the new area it too will have to be tested, ) 


One other concern that was raised was that there would be a lot of extra 
traffic generated on already busy streets. 

Upon checking, for the next few years there would be a problem, but there 
are plans to widen Main Street to Lyndale and to open McHugh Lane into Cole 
Street. 

These were just a few questions that the Study Commissions might be inter- 
ested in, , 

The City Landfill averages 150-200 vehicles a day, not counting their own, 
and have 35 to 50 monthly accounts. 

Excellent records are kept so that they know how much refuse is generated 
and what kinds. 


TONNAGE GENERATED 


Necember 1974 - November 1975 
City of Helena 


Kkesidential 6,922 
Commercial 4,163 
Trash 1,196 
Total crew tons 12261 
Total other tons 8,884 
Total tons disposed PAST OS 


above figures less urban renewal building demolition tonnage. 


Cash 


Residential Services 


Commercial 


Trailer Courts 

Tax Exempt Property 
Landfill Fees 

U.R. Demolition 
Miscellaneous Salvage 
Resource Recovery 


TOTAL 


Less Expenditures 


Cash 


1973-74 


108,863.05 
195,500.00 
53,267.00 
1,488.00 
11,000.00 
6,500.00 


403,618.05 


276,180.63 


127,437.42 


451,211.75 


2.5 


PROGRAM OF SERVICES 


SANITATION 


1974-75 


127,437.42 
195,484. 06 
98,144.45 
6,542.96 
13,085.93 
6,740.14 
6,000.35 
1,150.27 
-0- 


454,585.58 


3,373.83 


| _—__—_———— City of Helena, Montana 


1975-76 


3,373.83 
200,148.00 
109,417.00 

6,168.00 

20,000.00 
10,000.00 


371,106.83 
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PROGRAM OF SERVICES 


EXPENDITURE SUMMARY 


FUND FUNCTION ACTIVITY ACCOUNT 
003 “79103 Sanitation 340 

| 

| 

: 

| 

| 





ACTUAL ACTUAL PROPOSED | 
1974 1975° 1976 | 


CLASSIFICATION | 
| Personal Services . 225,494.31 222,515.79 226,956 | 
(| M&O . 47,586. 32 119,868.24 121,045 } 
| Capital Outlay 3,100.00 102,963.72 55,105 
Administrative Costs -0- 5,864.00 6,000 
Subtotal | 409,106 
Less Revenue Sharing for 
(38,000) 


(1) garbage packer 





276,180. 63 451,211.75 371,106 


Commentary 





The Sanitation Department is responsible for the aollection and disposal of all | 
solid waste generated in the City of Helena. The residential refuse is collected ' | 
on a once a week basis; this system includes a provision where each dwelling 
unit is provided with three plastic refuse liners for each week of service. This ' 
new service was started January 20, 1975 and permitted the Department to reduce | 
the manpower by nine employees and eliminated two residential collection vehicles.’ | 
We presently operate with two residential crews with one driver and two loaders 
each; these employees work on a route completion incentive basis, with extra 

incentive pay for properly picking up all refuse and litter on their routes. In | 

addition to the residential collection, the department also runs a commercial ; 

collection route. The commercial crew consists of one driver and two loaders | 

and they are responsible for all the refuse generated in the Commercial areas. | 

There are approximately 550 locations and are served up to six times per week. 

The Sanitation Department also offers a special trash collection, with crews 

in the alleys on Fridays throughout the growing season and a special vehicle 

on call for large bulky items during the week year around. The City Sanitation 

Department also owns and maintains 149 bulk containers for commercial use in one, 

two and three cubic yard sizes, and are rented to the users on a special fee 

based on time and service. In addition there are 174 privately owned bulk con- 

tainers that the city maintains which is an extra service provided to the service 
charge paying users. In fiscal 1975 over $3000 was spent maintaining the bulk 


City of Helena, Montana— 
AG 
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| 
City of Helena, Montana 


PROGRAM OF SERVICES 


SANITATION COMMENTARY CONTINUED 


containers. The Sanitation Department also enforces the City of Helena Garbage 
Code which includes continuous supervision of solid waste storage areas, the 
reporting of violations, and follow-through. The Sanitation Supervisor ietffiso 
responsible for setting all charges to the users. These charges are determined 
by the operating cost of the Sanitation Department. 


The Sanitation Department also is responsible for the disposal of all waste 
generated in the City, and operates a Sanitary Landfill within the City Limits. 

The landfill is open to City residents at no charge and is open to non-residents 
and private haulers on a fee basis. It is open six days a week Monday through 
Saturday with an equipment operator and a scaleman on duty. Every vehicle 
entering the site is weighed and directed to the proper location for disposal 
which is handled by a 816 Caterpillar Compactor. All excavation and covering 

is done by a 977 Caterpillar crawler tractor with a four-in-one bucket. The 
present site was started in 1970 and should be completed in 1977. This semi- 
worthless land is being reclaimed by the City for future use. At this time 

there is one ball field in use and the Recreation Department is constructing 

one more on the filled area. The City of Helena Sanitation Department has 
negotiated a lease with the Burlington Railroad for the adjoining property j 
just north of the present site that will serve the need for landfilling for 


approximately the next twenty years. 


The present rate for residential collection is $3.00 per month for the once 

per week collection with an elderly discount and there is no limit on the number 
of bags that a family may put out for collection. This compares favorably to 
other Montana cities as indicated by the following: 


COLLECTION LIMIT ON 


CHARGE PER WEEK CANS OR BAGS 
i 
Helena $3.00/mo. 1 none ¥ 
Anaconda $3.00/mo. 1 1 
Butte $3.00/mo. al none 
Great Falls $4.16/mo. 1 none 
Missoula $3.50/mo. 1 none 
Billings $3.17/mo 2 none 
LEWIS & CLARK COUNTY 
Service: 
Scratch Gravel Dist. $4.00/mo.+ $1.50 
disposal charge 1 
Outside Scratch 
Gravel Dist. $5.00/mo. 1 
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FUND 


PERSONAL SERVICES 
01 Salaries & Wages 


03 FICA 
04 PERS 
05 MPS 
06 WCC 
Subtotal 
M&O 


10 Postage 
11 Freight & Express 
12 Telephone 
13 Printing & Advertising 
14 Conference & Education 
20 Utility Charges 
30 Construction & Maint- 
enance Materials 
31 Repairs to Buildings 
32 Parts & Repairs to 
Equipment 
33 Gas, Oil & Lub. 
34 |Office Supplies 
35 Janitorial Supplies 
36 | Chemical & Lab.Supply 
39 Sanitation Bags 
41 Medical Expense 
42 Clothing Allowance 
43 Small Tools 
51 Rent of Machinery & 
Equipment 
Insurance Funds 
Refunds 
Interest on Warrants 
Subtotal 


82 Equipment (Reserve) 


54 Administrative Costs 
TOTAL 





PROGRAM OF SERVICES 


ranean ACTIVITY 
003 Sanitation 
ACC. ACCOUNT ACTUAL ACTUAL 
NO. 1974 1975 


194,629.72 


11,098.69 
9,164.81 
2,078.20 


8,522.89 


225,494.31 


548.42 
3,522.63 


1,012.05 
545.15 


24,973.64 
12,238.54 
267.13 


202.38 


1,965.48 


1,230.00 


47,586.32 


3,100.00 


276,180.63 


City of Helena, Montana 


190,754.12 


11,732.28 
9,431.68 
2,030.00 


8,567.71 


222,515.79 


34.90 
20.54 
450.11 
820.85 
490.61 
3,128. 63 


1,094.44 
815.79 


23,244.24 
10,418.91 
182.77 
102.74 
141.75 
73,906.67 
-0- 
2,441.09 
= 


wy 

-0- 
2,574.20 

-0- 


119, 868.24 


2,561.74 


100,401. 98 
102, 963.72 


5,864.00 


451,211.75 


ACCOUNT 
340 


PROPOSED 


1976 


192,258 


11,247 
10,000 
4,608 
8, 843 
226,956 


121,045 


5, 000 


30,105 
55,105 


6,000 


AOE ek! 
409,106 - 




















FUND 
003 


| POSITION TITLE 


PROGRAM OF SERVICES 


PERSONNEL SCHEDULE 


FUNCTION ACTIVITY 
a Sanitation 









ACCOUNT 


340 


| mee See BET os haeme RANGE BUDGET BUDGET 
1974 1975 1976 1975 1976 


Superintendent 1 1 a 22 13,584.00 
City Service Foreman 1 1 1 16 115272500 
Equipment Operator IV 2 1 1 16 9,318.00 
Equipment Operator III 7 6 5 14 55,027.00 
City Service Worker III} 12 7 6 12 75,846.00 
City Service Worker II 2 2 2 9 17,964.00 
Overtime Extra Labor 3,000.00 
Incentive Program Is wads a a 4,843.12 
Subtotal 25 18 16 190,754.12 
PHASE OUT 1-1-76 
Equipment Operator III | Includéd above 1 14 
City Service Worker III} Includéd above 1 12 


Reserve for cost of 
living adjustment 


TOTAL 





AT 





190,754.12 


City of Helena, Montana— 


13,584 
1d t72 

9,584 
48,870 
48,622 
17,964 
6,958 


6,000 
162,754 


5,196 
3,780 


17,478 


192,258 
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PROGRAM OF SERVICES 


| 14 - Educational visite end dues for American Public Works Association and 
Governmental Refuge Collection and Disposal Association. 


32 ~ The continued rise in the cost of parts has created a situation where 
even though improved equipment has been obtained, and therefore fewer 
repairs are expected, the cost of these repairs will not decrease. 


33 ~ Based on the figures for the last half of fiscal 1975, 23% less gas 
and oil will be used with the new collection system. The cost estimate 
of 50¢ per gallon for gasoline is used for this item. 


39 - The expenditure for fiscal '75 resulted in an inventory at year's end 
of a value of approximately $27,000. The $80,000 expenditure for 
fiscal ‘76 will allow this amount of inventory to be carried into 
fiscal ‘77. 


62 - The total depreciation on the Sanitation Department Equipment is | 
spproximately $49,000/year. This figure is based on the following 
calculation: : ee 


The replacement cost of the vehicles at the landfill =o = 8 © 
is $130,000; this equipment has a five-year life for pe > © 
an annual depreciation of . ... . 1. 6s ss « © « «© » « ~ $26,000 


05 - This now includes full nedical insurance coverage for each employee. 
i 


The replacement cost of the collection equipment is 
also $130,000; this equipment has an eight-year; life 
for an annual depreciation of © 6 @) 6 © © 6 @ 6 *0 @te o «© 16,250 


The replacement cost of other equipment including 

supervisors auto, pickup, trash trucks and containers 

is $66,250; this equadpment has a ten-year life for an 

annual depreciation of .......sececcesevvnee. 6,625 


TOTAL ANNUAL DEPRECIATION $48,875 


—--+ ee 


One new collection vehicle of a value of $38, 000 will be i aah using 
Revenue Sharing funds. 





City of Flelena, Montana 
oye 


SANITATION DEPARTMENT 
125 Henry 
HELENA, MONTANA S060) 
ores code 406 / 442.9921 


City of Helena, Montana 


September 30, 1975 


CITY OF HELENA, MONTANA 
LANDFILL 


FEE SCHEDULE 


AUTOS - STATION WAGONS ----~------------ $1.00 


PICKUPS OR TRAILORS a--------~------ $1.50 
MEDIUM TRUCKS sore ee $2.00 
LARGE TRUCKS, Caley 4) [octeentaatt ote $2.50 


COMMERCIAL HAULERS wre een ene ee re $4.50 per ton 


pre 


Don Lewis Superintendent 
Sanitation Department 
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Field Investigation 
Locality: Helena 
Date: October 16, 1975 
Persons Seen: Karen Suden 


On October 15, 1975, 1! accompanted Karen Suden from the Local Government 
Study Commission on an Inspection of the Helena sanitary landfill. 


At the time of Inspection, the landfill was open for dumping and a 
macnine was working the refuse. The people responsible for the maintenance 
and operation of the Helena sanitary landfill should be commended on a job 
that is very well done. 


The Helena sanitary landfill ranks among the top sanitary landfills in 
the state of Montana. ; 


Recommendations: 
Continue to operate the landfill in an approved and sanitary manner. 
Respectful ly submitted, 


i Meee 


Paddy R. Trusler, R.S. 
Solid Waste Management Bureau 
Environmental Scfences Division 


PRT/Ib 
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PRIVATE CONTRACTORS 


Mr. James Hartley 
Hartley Garbage Service 
3630 York Road 

Helena, Montana 59601 


Mr, Hartley has a M.R.C. permit that lets him haul garbage in a 35 mile 
radius of Helena. His fee is $4.00 a month for residential (in yard service 
is 75¢ a month more) , and his commercial rates are $13.00 a month for once a 
week pickup up to $70 a month for 7 days a week, The residential rates go up 
to $5.00 a month if he has to go way out into the county. 

Mr. Hartley doesn't haul bulk items, such as appliances, tree limbs, large 
pieces of lumber, etc, 

He has several customers in the county outside of the Scratch Gravel Dis- 
trict as well as in. The exact figures weren't available, but during the period 
of October 4, 1974 through September 1975 he hauled 547 tons of garbage into the 
Helena Landfill. 

Hartleys Garbage has a contract with the Jefferson County District to haul 
the refuse from the North end of the county. He has installed 10-10 yard dump- 
sters costing approximately $800 a piece, 


- Jefferson City 

- Alhambra 

- Clancy 

- Blue Sky Heights 
- Montana City 


— 
Slew =D 


This serves approximately 600 households. 

Mr, Hartley has applied to the Montana PUblic Service Commission to get his 
M.R.C. permit expanded so that he may serve all of Lewis and Clark County, Jef- 
ferson County and Broadwater County. 

He has expressed an opinion that he would be more than glad to serve Marys- 
ville, Augusta, Wolf Creek and Craig. 


Mr. Jim Lantz 

J. & J. Garbage Service 
1209 10th Ave. S.W. 

Great Falls, Montana 59601 


Mr. Lantz has a M.R.C. permit for a 60 mile radius of Great Falls. He thusly 
has accounts clear into Wolf Creek. His rates are $4.00 a month residential and 
$8.00 a month for small commercial. 

Mr. Lantz has expressed an interest in serving Wolf Creek, Craig and Augusta. 
He is interested in building his own landfill dump to standards for the use of 
those communities. 

He has an appointment to talk to the County Commissioners with a proposal 
later in December, 


I see a problem with the law dealing with private haulers. There is no con- 
trol over their rate schedules. Also, once a contractor is certified they can 
Sell their certification and the buyer doesn't have to go through the hearing 
process, 


3S 
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Interview - Mr. Dave Thomas, Sanitarian 9/3/75 & 


Since interview, Mr. Thomas has taken a year's leave of absence. We talked 
about overall conditions in the county and the functions of a Sanitarian. ‘ome 
of the following comments are direct quotes: 


Who operates the Scratch Gravel Landfill? 

The cat operator at Scratch Gravel is Bill Tjaden (doing a great job). The 
Gate Keeper is Mr. Willis (A.B.) Kroll and his wife. Mr. Kroll has exclusive 
rights to salvage. It is written in his contract. 


What do you have to do with the Junk Car program? 

You have to have a license if you have 4 or more unlicensed, inoperable cars. 
Sanitarians check to see if licensed, release is signed, etc. County Attorney 
helps in enforcement activities. (The release has to be signed for delivery into 
Junk Car Graveyard. ) 


Are there any county ordinances pertaining to garbage? NO 

What is your personal opinion on what should be done in this county? 

My personal point of view as a sanitarian is that a central landfill would 
be best with dumpstations at Craig, Wolf Creek, Augusta; not real sure about Lin- 
coln. It would be alot easier to check on these areas. 


(Point of information: Mr. Don Lewis, City Employee; Mr. Art Woods, Commissioner; 


Mr. Dave Thomas, Sanitarian; and a private contractor went to Augusta to talk to ce 


the people about a dumpstation. They didn't seem interested at all.) 


Who takes care of Augusta, Wolf Creek, and Craig? 
At present the county road crew digs a trench and then fills it up when it 
is full. (Misuse of county road funds) 


Do you have any problems with indiscriminate dumping? 

Some. It is hard to enforce. The only law they have to use is the Nuisance 
Law and that is hard to enforce. You have to practically have picture proof. There 
is a tremendous problem out at Holter Lake. (Wolf Creek Area) 
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COSTS COMPARISONS 


1970 Census Population 


1970 Census # of households 
+ 10% Commercial 


When landfill began at present site 
Size of landfill site 


Usable land area 


Acres used to date 
Acres remaining 
Tons received per month 


Tons received per year 


Cost per ton excluding 
depreciation 


Per capita costs Per Vr. 
Per household per year 


With private collection and 
disposal ($44 per month) 
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Scratch Gravel Gity of Helena City of Hast 
Helena 
6,619 a at he 8 Pew | 
2,260 8,037 569-686 
vdite s Be 8, 587 
May 1970 Oct. 1970 Unknown 
13.4+33=46,4acres 18,8+22=40. Bacres 16.97 acres 
4.44 acres 18 acres Unknown 
new areas not tested new areas not no tests have 
tested ever been done 
Est. 4 acres Est. 10 acres Unknown 
33 acres 26 acres 
HSt. 250 1800 Est. 62 
3,900 21,600 oll 
74/75 75/76 74/75 75/26 
$13.38 $18.26 be 50 total costs 14,83 = 25. Sl 
Soper 7.66 $12.91 $13.62 36,23 $19.79 
1534 7d 18.70 Ye.19 36.95 Poe Ot Pate 
$61.71 $66.70 Total collection Low figure 


and disposal because bud- 
get doesn't 
show true ex- 
penditures 


Hquipment 
Bstimated Price List 


ity of Helena 


73-7) 816 Caterpillar Compactor (New) $49,062 
6/7 /7't 977 Caterpillar Crawler tractor inult ipurpose 670, OHO 


scratch Gravel 


7/275 959 Gat 363,000 new 
- 13,090 trade in 
Bast) Yelena 50,000 
6/1970 1 front end loader $21,779 (57,000 trade) four wheel drive, rubber 
tired 


1 19744 Dodge truck, 18 yd. Leach Pack Master $20,396.61 


(The inflation rate for Heavy Equipment is 30%) 


Collection 
1976 International a5 cuyyae Leach packer 
19744 Dodge AO Cit. Vals Leach packer 
1973 Dodge OCI We Leach packer 
Relief 1970 Dodge AOC. VO. Garwood packer 
Relief 1960 . International 20 cu.yd. Leach packer 
Spare 1964 Ford 16 cu.yd. Heil packer 
Spare 1962 Chevrolet 16 cu.yd. Heil packer 
two (2) 1970 Ford Flatbeds Trash trucks 
. 1955 Dodge Pickup (Foreman's) 
1969 Chevrolet Auto (Superintendent's) 


Disposal Site 
1973 816 Cat Compactor with trash blade 
1974 977L Cat Front end loader 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 


t 


Wolf Creek, Craig, Augusta 


1. Completely private not included in any district 
(Door-to-door collection, no disposal site - two contractors have shown in- 
terest in providing this service, this leads to competitive bidding. ) 
Quest: Where do people go if they want to haul their own? no legal place 


2. Included in County-wide district 
A. Disposal mainly or collection 
1. Done by district 
2. Done by private contractor 


B. Method 

1. Container 

le lads OF ite Ul 

3. Door-to-door 
Cs Hare 


3. Create a district for each community (same method as #2) 


Lincoln 


Has already formed district: leave as is, due to geographical isolation. 
Operating proper disposal site. Training is available to contractor. 


East Helena 


1. Leave as is 
A. Comply with state regulations 
2. Go to mechanical collection 
3. Include in areawide district 
4, Service Transfer to another entity 
A. Specific 
SRO 2th es 
B.S oon peat for all on part 
A. (Private) 
B,. Government 


Helena 

1. Leave as is 

2. Go to mechanical for collection 

3. Include in areawide district 

4, Contract to do all or part of Lewis and Clark County for disposal 


Scratch Gravel 


1. Leave as is 
2. Close 
A. Reverse process 
3. District would contract for service rather than provide the service. 
A. Private 
B. Government 
4, Change boundaries of district 
A. Include everything 
B, Include everything except Lincoln, Wolf Creek, Craig, Augusta, Helena, 
and East Helena (incorporated cities have an option to be in district) 


= 


5. Service Transfer 
As VS pecitic 
Bye vloear 
6. Total Consolidation 


Plastic Bags 

1. Economics ; 

2. Provide same degree or higher sanitation in collection as can 
3. Reduce injury rate 
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REFUSE GENERATION 


2.2 lbs/per person/day 
is J 3 
209#/ yd - loose refuse 


# Households - 3.2 people/household 


1 household will produce 2-32 gal cans/week 


6-32 gal cans = 1 cu. yd. 


range of 3-1 to 5-1 compaction ratio 


Figure commercial accounts = 2 household units 


# households X 17.3 = approx. cu. yd. yr. assuming 2-32 gal. cans/family 1 week 


EOD. Households 
Bast Helena 1651 3797 
Lincoln 1005 LL 
Augusta 500 1250 
Canyon Ferry 435 1000 
Marysville 102 234 
Wolf Creek 100 230 
Craig 50 aS 
Canyon Creek ar) 92 
Total 8,929 1bs/day 


(2.3 lbs/per person/day and 200#/ya3) 


7? of households 


Bast Helena Division 1021 
Lincoln Division 291 
Augusta Division 288 
Wolf Creek Division 164 
Helena West 1,447 


(# of households X 17,3 = approx. cu. yd. yr. 


Yd7/day Yd?/week 
19 133 
11.5 B06 

567 bere 
5 35 
ie 8,4 
isZ 8.4 
bits 42 
22 eon 


27:7 yas/day 31209 


Cue yds. (ace ya?/day 
17,663 LS, 
5,034 13.3 
4,982 SVS 
24837 7.0 
25,033 68.6 


assuming 2-32 gal cans/famile/wk) 





Helena to Augusta 76 miles 
Heiena +o Lincoln 52 miles 
Helena to wolf Creek 36 miles 
Helena to Craig 42 miles 


Helena to Marvsville 24 miles 
(Lincoln Highway) 


Lincoln to Augusta 70 miles 
Yelena to Canyon Ferry {18 miles 
Helena to Jeff. City 16 miles 
Helena to Hast Helena > miles 


LANDFILLS 
Environmental Protection Agency recommends: 


No burning 

Spread and compacted daily when open 

Salvage prohibited 

Special waste handling 

Attendant on duty while open 

Two alternatives to communities: 

A. Improve present dump facility to landfill standards 

B, Put refuse in containers and haul it away to an approved site 


eS th 


Alternative #1 Improve to Legal Landfill 


To change a dump inte a legal landfill in which refuse is compacted and 
covered daily is a costly process. To meet State Health regulations rough 
minimum estimates are $36,000. 


Advantages: 
1. All type of refuse can be handled in a local site 
2. Fuel not expended for transporting 


Disadvantages: 
1. Economics of scale make small operations less economical, i.e. equipment, 
labor 


2. site must be covered on those days site is used 
3. Attendant is needed to direct dumping and check permits 
4, During days the landfill is closed, dumping occurs outside gate 


Alternative #2 (Containers 


These containers would be distributed in the area and picked up by com- 
pactor truck as needed. These trucks can haul 6-7 tons and carry roughly 20 
yards of compacted garbage (60 yards loose). Containers range 2 and 4 yards, 
10 yards, up to 40 yards in size. 


Advantages: 

1. More accessible than dump, due to distribution 

2. Need not to operate community landfill 

3. Easier landfill operation after refuse is compacted. 


Disadvantages: 

1. Time spent by contractor in pickup 

. Large articles are not accomodated 

Dump must be maintained for large articles 
- Compactor trucks are costly 


HW Nh 
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MONTANA STATE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 
Division of Environmental Sanitation 


REFUSE DISPOSAL DISTRICTS 
Title 69, Chapter 60 
69-6001. 


Declaration of purpose. The improper storage, collection and disposal of 
refuse is hereby declared to be a significant hazard to the health, safety and 
welfare of Montana citizens and can cause the spread of disease, air pollution 
and water pollution. Refuse can be an excellent habitat for disease vectors 
such as rats and insects; therefore, it is deemed necessary to provide for the 
creation of refuse disposal districts to control storage, collection and disposal 
of refuse. 


69-6002. 
Definitions. As used in this act unless the context indicates otherwise: 
"Commissioners'’ means the board of county commissioners. 
"Family residential unit" means the residence of a single family. 


"Refuse'' means all putrescible and nonputrescible solid wastes (except 
body wastes), including garbage, rubbish, street cleanings, dead animals, yard 
clippings, and solid market and solid industrial wastes. 


"Refuse disposal district" means an area established with definite boundaries 
for the purpose of collecting and disposing of all refuse created in said district. 


"Board" means board of directors as provided for in Section 69-6009, R.C.M., 
1947, and Section 69-6012, R.C.M., 1947. 


69-6003. 
Creation of district authorized--cities and towns included--resolution of 
intention. Whenever it becomes necessary, the commissioners may create a refuse 


disposal district for the purpose of collection and/or disposal of refuse. 


Cities and towns may be included in the district if approved by the city 
and town councils. 


Before creating any refuse disposal district, the commissioners shall pass 
a resolution of intention so to do, which said resolution shall designate: 


(1) The proposed name of such district, 
(2) The necessity for the proposed district, 


(3) A general description of the territory or lands of said district giving 
boundaries thereof, 


1 


(4) The general character of the collection service, 
(5) The estimated cost thereof. & 


69-6004. 


Action by city or town council--effect--notice. Upon passage of such 
resolution of intention, commissioners shall transmit a copy of the same to the 4 
executive head of any incorporated city or town within the proposed district for 
consideration by such city or town council, and if the city or town council 
shall by resolution concur, in the resolution of the commissioners, a copy of 
the resolution of concurrence shall be transmitted to the commissioners. If the 
incorporated city or town council does not concur in the resolution of the 
commissioners, the commissioners shall have no authority to include said town or 
city in the district, but may continue to develop the district, but excluding 
said town or city. However, if the city or town council concurs in the resolution 
of the commissioners, the commissioners must give notice of the passage of its 
resolution of intention and of the concurrence therein by the city or town council, 
which notice must be published for ten (10) consecutive days in a daily newspaper 
or in two (2) issues of a weekly newspaper published nearest to the place where 
such refuse disposal district is to be created and shall also cause to be posted 
within the boundaries of such special refuse district a copy of such notice in 
three (3) public places. Such notice must describe the general characteristic of 
the collection system with the estimated costs and designate the time when and the 
place where the commissioners will hear and pass upon all protests that may be made 
against the maintenance and operation of said district and the said notice is 
referred to the resolution on file in the office of the county clerk for the descrip- 
tion of the boundaries. 


69-6005. 


Written protest--hearing--effect. At any time within thirty (30) days after 
the date of the first publication of the passage of the resolution of intention, any 


owner of property liable to be assessed for said service may make written protest 
against the proposed service. Such protest must be in writing and be delivered to 
the county clerk, who shall endorse thereon the date of the receipt by him. At the 
next regular meeting of the commissioners, after the expiration of the time within 
such said protest may be so made, the commissioners shall proceed to hear and pass 
upon all protests so made, and its decision shall be final and conclusive; provided, 
however, if the protest against the proposed service is made by the owners of more 
than fifty (50) percent of the family residential units; each commercial and industrial 
service that is to be included in the collection system may be considered as a family 
residential unit for the purpose of determining percent of protest; in the proposed 
district, no further proceedings shall be taken by the commissioners. 


In determining whether or not sufficient protests have been filed in the 
proposed district to prevent further proceedings therein, property owned by the 
city, county, and school districts, shall be considered the same as any other property 
in the district. The commissioners may include commercial and industrial establish- 
ments in said district. The commissioners may adjourn said hearings from time to time. 


69-6006. 


Jurisdiction to order improvements—-passage of resolution--brief description and @ 
reference. When no protests have been delivered to the county clerk within thirty 
(30) days after the date of the first publication of the notice of the passing of the 
resolution of intention, or when a protest shall have been found by said commissioners 
to be insufficient, or shall have been overruled, immediately thereupon, the 
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commissioners shall be deemed to have acquired jurisdiction to order improvements, 
but before ordering any of the said proposed improvements, the commissioners shall 
pass a resolution creating the said refuse disposal district in accordance with 

the resolution of intention theretofore introduced and passed by the commissioners. 


In all resolutions, notices, orders, and determinations subsequent to the 
resolution of intention and notice of improvement, it shall be sufficient to 
briefly describe the work of the refuse disposal district and to refer to the 
resolution of intention for further particulars. 


69-6007. 


Service fees--maintenance assessments--disposal fee. To defray the cost of 


maintenance and operation of said refuse disposal district, the board shall establish 
a fee for service with approval of the county commissioners. This fee shall be 
assessed to all wits in the district that are receiving a service for the purpose 

of maintenance and operation of said district. The fees shall be based upon a 
family residential unit, and fees for commercial and industrial accounts shall be 
based on the comparison with a typical residential wit as to volume and type of 
waste produced. In no case shall the fee for disposal service exceed one half (1/2) 
the total fee for both collection and disposal services. The month the service 
begins the county assessor shall place the amount of this fee on the tax notices to 
be collected with the tax. If a property owner fails to pay this fee, it shall 
become a lien upon the property. All fees and other monies received by the district 
shall be placed in a separate fund with the county treasurer of such county and 
shall be used solely for the purpose for which said refuse disposal district was 
created. Warrants upon such funds shall be drawn by the board of county commissioners 
upon presentation of claims approved by the board. Fees and other monies collected 
by joint county refuse disposal districts may be administered by one (1) county 
treasurer's office upon mutual agreement by the county commissioners of any joint 
refuse disposal district. 


69-6008. 


Installment payments for land and equipment--moneys from fee levy. To defray 


the initial cost of purchasing land and equipment, payments may be spread over a 
term of not to exceed twenty (20) years. Payments are to be made in equal install- 
ments out of the moneys received from the fee levy provided for in this act. 


69-6009. 


Board of directors—composition. Upon creation of any refuse disposal district, 
the commissioners shall appoint a board of directors for the proposed refuse disposal 
district. The board shall consist of not less than five (5) members, each of whom 
shall be property owners in the said district. The board shall consist of one (1) 
county commissioner, one (1) member from each incorporated city or town that is 
included in the district, one (1) member of the county or city-county board of health. 
The rest of the board shall consist of interested citizens distributed equally through- 
out the district. In those counties where full-time city-county health departments 
exist, the city-county board of health may be designated as the board of directors 
for the refuse disposal district. 


69-6010. 


Powers and duties of board. The board of every refuse disposal district established 
and organized under and by virtue of this act shall have the powers and duties with the 
approval of the cowty commissioners of all counties involved: 


{3 


=> 


(1) To develop and administer a program for the collection and/or disposal & 
of refuse within the district. Ah 


(2) To employ such suitable and competent assistants and employees as may 
be necessary and provide for their compensation. 


(3) To purchase, rent or execute leasing agreements for such equipment and 
material as they may determine to be necessary for carrying on an effective 
refuse collection and/or disposal program. 


(4) To co-operate with any corporation, association, individual or group of 
individuals, including any agency of the federal, or state, or local government, 
in order to carry out effective programs. 


(5) To receive gifts, grants, or donations for the purpose of advancing 
the program; to acquire by gift, deed, purchase or condemnation land necessary 
for refuse disposal purposes. 


(6) To enforce all state or local board of health rules and regulations 
pertaining to the storage, collection, and disposal of refuse. 


(7) To apply for and receive from the federal government or the state 
government on behalf of said refuse disposal district any moneys that may be 
appropriated by federal or state legislative bodies for aiding such programs. 


(8) To borrow from any loaning agency any funds available for assistance © 
in planning or financing a refuse disposal district and repay the same with the 
moneys received from the fees levied provided for in this act. 


(9) The board shall have the power to implement their proposed progran, 
a section at a time. In the event that a program is implemented a section at a 
time, the fees may be levied only against that part of the district that is 
receiving the service. As the program is expanded throughout the district, that 
part of the district will start to pay the fee for service. 


69-6011. 


Changes in boundaries. The governing body of the district may by 
resolution make such changes in the boundaries of said district as they shall 
deem reasonable and proper, following the same procedures of notice and 
hearings outlined under section 6 (69-6006) of this act. 


69-6012. 


Joint districts. Joint refuse disposal districts are districts which encompass 
two (2) or more counties or parts thereof. A joint refuse disposal district may 
be created in the following manner: The commissioners of each county affected will 
create the district following the procedure as prescribed under Sections 69-6003, 
69-6004, 69-6005, and 69-6006, R.C.M., 1947. The commissioners shall appoint a 
joint board of directors composed of at least five (5) members, each of whom shall 
be property owners in the said district. The board of directors for a joint district ® 
Gd) 
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will consist of one (1) commissioner from each county involved, one (1) member 
from each of the incorporated cities or towns that are included in the district, 
and one (1) member from each of the county or city-county boards of health. The 
rest of the joint board of directors shall consist of interested citizens 
distributed equally throughout the district, and the appointments shall be 
acceptable to all groups of county commissioners. 


69-6013. 


Duty of county attorney. The county attorney shall be the legal advisor 
of the refuse disposal districts and boards within the county of his jurisdiction 
and shall prosecute and defend all suits to which the districts may be a party. 


he) 
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JUNK CARS AND JUNK YARDS | ; & 


According to State Solid Waste Disposal Laws and Rules, each county has 
to have a Junk Car program, as well as, all Junkyards have to be licensed. 


Section 69-6807 Deposit of Fees -- Special Junk Vehicle Assessment Fee. 

(1) All motor vehicle wrecking: facility license fees and fees collected as 
motor vehicle disposal fees shall be deposited with the State Treasurer to be 
utilized for the control, collection, and disposal of junk vehicles. 

(2) There is assessed a special junk vehicle disposal fee commencing on 
July 1, 1973, on each new application for a motor vehicle title and on each 
transfer of motor vehicle title in the amount of two dollars ($2) on passenger 
cars and trucks under 8001 pounds G.V.W., which shall be collected by the County 
Treasurer, commencing with the year 1974, there shall be assessed an additional 
special junk vehicle disposal fee in the amount of $.50 on each passenger car 
and truck under 8001 pounds G.V.W., registered for licensing. The $.50 fee shall 
be collected by the County Treasurer. 

Any party possessing four (4) or more junk vehicles has to be licensed as a 
motor vehicle wrecking facility. 

_ The county has to provide for a free motor vehicle graveyard, The county 
leases the old city dump for $1. a year. 

The county shall submit to the Department of Health for approval a plan for 
the collection of junk vehicles and the establishment and operation of the motor 
vehicle graveyard. 

The county submitted their first plan in 1972. There were some problems 
with it and a new one was submitted in June 1975. The City-County Sanitarians @ 
are now responsible for enforcement of this program, 

The City-County Health Department receives $5000 a year or + of a sanitar- 
ians salary. That means that two weeks a month one sanitarian should be working 
on the Junk Car program. This is not the case, but it is not the sanitarians 
fault. They are absolutely swamped. 

According to State Law Section 69-6810 Injunction to Enforce Act -- Viola- 
tion as Misdemeanor 

ea The department, through the attorney general or the county attorney of 
the county in which a facility is located, may sue to enjoin the operation or 
maintenance of an unlicensed motor vehicle wrecking facility either permanently 
or until compliance with this act and the rules of the department have been de- 
monstrated to the satisfaction of the department. 

(2) Violation of this act or a rule of the department adopted under this act 
is a misdemeanor, 

I wrote this to point out that the County Attorney's office is responsible 
for making sure compliance is met. Yet in the 1975-76 budget they had to be al- 
located an extra $2000 to do this function, 

The County Attorney's office has been slow in getting to the cases of non- 
compliance with both licensure and shielding. For two years the State Department 
of Health has been trying to get some wrecking facilities to comply. Yet, not 
until this fall were any legal moves made. 

When going through Health Department records I found the following statistics: 


Applications for licensure to operate a motor vehicle wrecking facility - 9 
Violations in 1975 - 19 @ 
Persons with three or fewer junkers - 16 Zz 
Persons with four or more junkers - 8 

Complaints answered and excused - 8 

Those in total compliance after inspection ~ 1 


(Some of these Statistics may have changed because some violation notices have fin- 
ally been sent out.) dL 





CITY POLICY ON ABANDONED CARS 


POLICE CHIEF WILLIAMS 


Police department procedure is to give notice of violation. (A 10" by 12" 
red card is placed on windshield in hopes of owner seeing.) If the car is still 
there after two days a citation is given. 

Mr. Meryl Rose is contacted and his wrecker service picks up the abandoned 
cars and holds them from 30 to 60 days. He charges the city rent for this ser- 
vice of $70.00 a month. 

If cars are unclaimed he may take the cars for salvage in place of rent. 
Any cars that are saleable must be disposed of by Sheriff's sale at a public 
auction. By having a Sheriff's sale it gives clear title to the vehicle. 

In the year 1974 there were calls made to the police department totaling 
375. Of these, not all were abandoned or do these figures reflect the ones the 
police officers ticketed on their own. 
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COUNTY JUNK CAR PROGRAM 


I, Objective 


To get rid of junk vehicles in Lewis and Clark County in accordance with ‘ 1 
Section 69-6801 through 6810 R.C.M. 1947, and Rule 16-2.14 (2) - 514261, of 
the State of Montana, 


iba ACeive cee 


1. Location of sites which have four (4) or more junk vehicles; 

2. Location of sites which have one to three (1-3) junk vehicles; 

3. Location of existing motor vehicle wrecking facilities; 

4, Location and number of existing licensed motor vehicle wrecking facilities; 

5. Location and number of existing unlicensed. motor vehicle wrecking facil- 
ities; 

6, Development of public relations program 

7. Enforcement 


III, Evaluation 


1. Record of time spent: 
a. Administration 
b. Inspection 
Cc, Visa 
d, Letters/Reports 
e,: Talks 
f. Meetings 


g. Travel 

(Time spent to equal 50% of full-time sanitarian; 40 hr/wk, 80 hrs/mo) C 
2. Number of licensed motor vehicle wrecking facilities as of July 30, 1975, 
compared to number of facilities as of June 30, 1976 
3. Number of unscreened sites with i-3 junkers on June 30, 1975, compared 
to number of unscreened sites with 1-3 junkers on June 20, 1976. 
‘+, Number of unscreened sites with 4 or more junkers (not a licensed facil- 
ity) on July 30, 1975, compared to number of unscreened sites with 4 or more 
junkers on June 30, 1976, 
5. Number of non-complying licensed motor vehicle wrecking facilities on 
July 30, 1975, compared to same on June 30, 1976. 
6, Number of junk vehicles collected by County which have less than %190.00 
value. 
7. Number of junk vehicles disposed of by State through Lewis and Clark 
County program prior to July 1, 1975, compared to number disposed of from 
Ply ep aes to July 1s toro: 


IV, Resources 


. 4 hrs/wk or 80 hrs/mo of sanitarian time. 

. Private clubs and organizations, as needed, 

. Other County Departments as needed. (Roads, Extension, Assessor, etc. ) 
+. Local news media 

. City Department, as needed, 
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COUNTY JUNK VEHICLE DISPOSAL PROGRAM -- Itemized Accounting 


FISCAL YEAR July i, 1975 to June 30, 1976 BUDGET 


PERSONNEL EXPENDITURES : 
Sanitarian Salary (locating junk vehicles) 
Retrieval Vehicle Operator 
Fringe Benefits 
Attorneys Fees 


TOTAL PERSONNEL EXPENDITURE) 


TRAVEL EXPENDITURES ; 
Per Diem * Meals 
Gas, Oil, Antifreeze 


TOTAL TRAVEL EXPENDITURES 


PIBECT ICGolo: 
Advertising 
Telephone & Postage 
Office Supplies 
Insurance 
Maintenance of HKetrieval Vehicles 
Lease Agreement 
Contracts with Private Wrecker Service 


TOLAG PLRECT COSTS 
CAPITAL BHAPEND ITURES 
File Cabinet 
Radio 
TOTAL CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 
TOTAL PROGRAM EXPEND ITURES 


EXPENDED PALANCE IN JUNK VEHICLE PROGRAM BUDGET 


a 


4 


»p),000,00 
9,71/4.00 
1,750.00 


2,000,990 


$250.00 


_2,000,00 


$ 200.00 
150.00 
250.00 

65.00 
2,500.00 
1.00 


4,000.00 


‘spaamar g: 6s 6 


See els 


v 


b18, 64,00 


nw 
nw 


$ 2,250.00 


os "166,00 


LEWIS AND CLARK JUNK CAR 


‘ie 73-74 
Nst imated Budeeted S) 
73-744 73-74. 
Maintenance and Operation $13,000 $13,000 
Planning 2,000 roan 103) 
Total $15,000 1,000 


LINCOLN REFUSE 


73-74 
72-73 Rxpended Last 
Fiscal Year 
Lincoln Refuse 7, Olbdp Lb o7h,18 8,000 2,700 Fee 
Salary 3, 500 3, 590 
Maintenance and Operation 2,000 2,000 
Deductions 250 250 
Total Ff oO 
Outiay : 
Fay't Tractor 2,950 2,950 C 
Euilding 2,000 2,000 
aU0 TOULaL 1,950 
Expended Budgeted ust imated Budgeted 
74-75 74-75 75-76 | 75-76 
Salaries, including benefits 6,900 18,464 18,464 
1 " W 434 6 : Ny 6 6 ; NA o) 
Direct costs 
24,880 24,880 
33,590.49 
Capital Outlay (Itemize) 15,000 
File Cabinet 80 80 
Radio 334 = 
464, ly 
French 836 10032 
Sanitarian Hi 6 5,000 
15,032 e 
Total 25, 3 4 
$4554,62 











RECYCLING AND INNOVATIVE DISPOSAL 


Contained in this portion are several types of recycling and disposal 
systems. More detailed is the Rapid Rail data and the data from Great Falls 
pertaining to their pulverizer plant. Due to the time factor, I was unable 
to do a cost analysis of the Rapid Rail system for the City of Helena. 

I do know that the city has explored that idea and it has not been com- 
pletely dropped. | | 

Resource Recovery represents a new and positive dimension in Solid Waste 
Management. In practice, it fills the gap between refuse collection and dis- 
posal. By extracting reusable materials there is less for disposal, which re- 
duces disposal costs. Equally important, resource recovery is a means of con- 
serving natural resources by providing a new supply of materials for recycling 
and fuel for energy. 

80% out of every waste management dollar goes just to pick up the refuse 
and deliver it somewhere. The first step in any recovery system, regardless 
of community size is a well planned and managed municipal program for source 
separation. 

I might add at this time there has been a significant change in the habits 
of the residents of the City of Helena. Mr. Don Lewis, Sanitation department 
head, told me there has been as obvious change in the number of cans and bottles 
that people throw away. 

Mr. Vic Anderson, State Department of Health, was more than glad to show 
me a Slide show on several different kinds of recycling centers and resource 
recovery plants. 

A total recovery system can be broken down into two phases: 

Phase 1 Materials recovery phase. 

Here, refuse is shredded and then separated into organic and inorganic 
fractions, Reusable inorganics--steel, aluminum and glass--can then be 
reclaimed and sold to industries for recycling. 

Phase 2 Any number of options are available to make use of the organic 
fraction. Shredded food waste, paper, plastics, rubber, wood and lawn 
clippings can be converted to a fuel. Processed to form compost--or 
used to build a sanitary landfill. 

The City of St. Louis is using refuse-derived fuel. After removing iron and 
steel they use the leftover refuse-derived fuel and burn it in a modified coal- 
burning boiler. 

Oil can be extracted from refuse by a system called "Pyrolysis". In this 
process, refuse, or a processed portion, is heated in the absence of air. 

There are several other kinds of projects going but all too expensive at 
this time for a community the size of Helena, 

One of the most important things in all of these procedures or any changes 
is educating the people. Public relations and follow-up questionaires could be 
used, 
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STATE OF MONTANA 


SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT AND RESOURCE RECOVERY STUDY 


Objective of Project 


The primary objective of this project is to determine the feasibility of 
utilizing the combustible fraction’of solid waste as an energy source and to 
also determine the feasibility of recovering secondary materials found in the 
state's solid waste. Also included in the basic scope of work is the filing 
of solid waste management plans for each of the twelve planning districts in 
the state. These management plans will indicate which available solid waste 
disposal method or methods is most economically feasible and environmentally 


acceptable. 


Henningson, Durham, and Richardson 
2225 11th Avenue -- Suite 17 
Helena, Montana 59601 

WH? -7UOO 


Principal in charge: Frank Borchardt 
Project Manager: Warren C. Heen 
Project Engineer: Barry E. Damschen 
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Montana Recycling, Inc. 
Mr. Doug Stewart 


The Montana Recycling Center came into existence in 1970 and has been 
growing ever Since. It is now in seven communities and employs 40 people. 

The things that they recycle are aluminum cans, steel, bottles, glass, 
and different kinds of paper. They are going to try to recycle bi-metal cans. 
Right now they are in the process of trying to set up an interstate market. 
Freight rates are so high it is hard to compete by sending things out of state. 

They offer free educational talks and slide shows to interested public ser- 
vice organizations and schools. They discuss recycling and Solid Waste as a 
whole. Mr. Stuart has been actively helping in writing legislation dealing with 
returnable containers, 

Mr, Stuart said he would like to send information to civic groups or young 
people who are interested in recycling. They could set up a box system and col- 
lect cans. This would be very effective in the outlying areas where 4H Clubs 
are. It would help them raise money for community projects. 

They get $200 a ton for aluminum and about $35 for bi-metal. We talked 
about the large amount of aluminum beer cans in the recreational areas in the 
county. % 

Mr, Stuart said he thought that recycling was here to stay and he would 
like to see more cities involved. 

As a point of information, the City of Helena was involved in recycling 
cardboard but the market dried up for a time and Mr. Stuart said they had over 
600,000 pounds of paper in storage for awhile. 


GREAT FALLS, MONTANA 


Great Falls, located in Central Montana, is the largest city in the state 
with a population of 60,091, and the county seat of Cascade County. 


Great Falls provides a unique example of bank loan financing for municipal 


investment in solid waste disposal equipment. Such an arrangement presents an opticn 


for short-term solid waste capital financing at interest rates comparable to those 
for municipal bonds, : 


Solid Waste System Background 


Traditionally, Great Falls has provided all collection and disposal services 
to both residential units and commercial establishments. Residents receive weekly 
curb-side pickup service. Commercial refuse is collected daily. The city collects 
an eStimated 100 tons of refuse daily, six days a week. 


Until about five years ago, Great Falls disposed of its yefuse by open burn- 
ing. This practice was abandoned following city legislation, and a sanitary 
"trench method” landfill was extablished. Because ordinary earth-movers were un- 
feasible, given the frozen conditions which prevail in the area for much of the 
year, heavier, more expensive equipment was required for adequate trenching and 
compacting. 


Recent Developments 


In the late 1960's, the city began an evaluation and planning study of future 
disposal alternatives. Despite concern over rising operating costs, as well as 
rising land values, it appears that attention was focused on continuation of the 
landfill strategy. Nevertheless, a local Heil equipment representative approached 
city officials, suggesting that the Madison, Wisconsin shredding project might pro- 
vide helpful information for solving Great Falls' disposal problems. 


When a group of Great Falls officials visited Madison's Heil pulverizing oper- 
ation, they saw three advantages to adopting this operation: 


1. Since the City-County Health Department was willing to exempt pulverized 
refuse from the daily cover requirement, problems of operating in cold 
weather would be alleviated, and operating costs could then be kept at 
their present level. 


2. Great Falls needed substantial quantities of fill material, and the offi- 
cials felt that pulverized refuse might be used. 


3. Many farmers in the area had expressed interest in using suitable pulver- 
ized refuse for compost. 


From the time of the city's initial interest in shredding, the Heil Company 
had maintained close contact with its officials. When Great Falls decided to 
purchase a shredding installation, the company was in a good position to negoti- 
ate. Furthermore, city officials had decided that the Heil pulverizer was best- 
suited for their needs, They were therefore inclined towards a negotiated bid. 


Great Falls’ officials wished to avoid a competitive bid because they felt 
that the legal requirements of a competitive bid would cost them money. The Heil 
Company had already analyzed the city's needs and had made a proposal to supply 
a 35-ton-per-hour pulverizer under a turnkey contract arrangement. To ask for 
competitive bids, the city would have been required to perform the same analysis 
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at its own expense, 


The Heil Company submitted a bid for $695,000 for all equipment--two pul- e 
verizers (one 30-ton-per-hour unit and one 15-ton-per-hour unit), a building, 
conveyors, and one 60-cubic-yard transfer trailer and tractor set. Under the 
terms of the contract, Heil would construct the facility and operate it for 30 
days. 


Before this bid could be accepted, external events caused a delay in the 
project. Great Falls had a city election, Some of the new city officials were 
concerned about the privacy in which the contract was being negotiated. Pres- 
sure was exerted. The city engineering department, which had been responsible 
for the negotiations, was required to go out for competitive bids. To qualify 
legally as a bidder under these new terms, Heil had to obtain a contractor's 
license. It also had to pay a state tax of one percent of the gross bid price 
if it won the contract. The city now had to perform its own needs analysis, for 
which they obtained the services of a consultant--adding another $35,000 to costs. 


Following notice of its intention to solicit bids, two companies approached 
the city--Clean Air, Inc., an incinerator manufacturer, and Eidal International, 
a shredder maker, Discussions were held with both companies and several city 
officials went to Edmonton, Alberta with Eidal representatives to inspect an in- 
stallation,. 


In June 1972, sealed bids were taken. Clean Air, Inc. chose not to bid.. 
A bid from Eidal was rejected on the grounds that it did not conform with the 
bid requirements. Consequently, Heil was the only qualifying bidder. MIts bid “ 
of $686,000 ($9,000 less than the negotiated bid) was accepted on October 1, 1972, © 
and a contract was signed in December, 1972. 


Financ ing 


Great Falls had an outstanding general obligation debt of $3,944,000 in 
June 1970. By law, all municipal debt financing must be done through general 
obligation bonds, revenue bonds, or by way of lease/purchase agreements which 
do not exceed five years in duration. The city has an A rating on its general 
obligation bonds. 


At the outset of the project, city officials did not favor bond financing, 
which would have required a referendum because they felt that voters greeted muni- 
cipal bonds with indifference unless the issues covered "absolutely necessary" ex- 
penses such as schools, roads, sewer and water systems. The only alternative, 
then, seemed to be lease/purchase financing. Consequently, when Great Falls pre- 
pared bid specifications for the project, a requirement for contractor-supplied 
financing was included, 


The city had previously financed a municipal shop complex through a lease/ 
purchase agreement with a consortium of local banks. Heil was able to offer a 
Similar arrangement through the American Bank and Trust Company. The bank was 
interested in the environmental area and was able to provide complete financing 
through a five-year loan at 5 percent interest. This was agreed upon in the Sum- 
mer, 1972, when the contract was signed. Monies will be advanced to Heil at the 
time the project is accepted by Great Falls. At that time, Great Falls will be- ( 
gin making payments directly to the bank. 4 


Two characteristics of this arrangement are noteworthy. First, although 
Great Falls COPE Naat the financial mechanism Oy hee a lease/purchase, American 


So 


Bank and Trust regards it as a bank loan. Exactly what constitutes a lease/ 
purchase in the city's opinion is unclear, since Great Falls will have owner- 
ship immediately following the first 30-day period. These differing interpre- 
tations highlight the degree to which all financing mechanisms use specific 
terms, making them almost impossible to categorize. 


The second significant feature is the interest rate. Since loan interest 
payments provide non-taxable income to the bank, one would have expected the 
interest rate to approximate bond rates; perhaps even less, since the loan is 
Short-term. However, the bank set the rate closer to the prime rate in exis- 
tence at the time of the contract signing for two basic reasons. In the first 
place, since the contract did not require that debt repayment commence until 
after project acceptance, the bank anticipated a minimum delay of six months 
before the loan would actually be made. During this period, bank interest rates 
were expected to increase steadily. Second, because there was no secondary mar- 
ket for Great Falls' bonds, the bank felt justified in charging a higher rate. 


Revenue for this debt repayment will come from a special tax assessment 
passed by the city council. As part of the annual tax bill, each household will 
be charged $12 for a "pulverizer amortization fee."3 In addition, 20 percent of 
all commercial fees, which are regulated by the city, will be put into this ac- 
count. The ability of the city to make this assessment is the only guarantee 
provided to the bank. Since the amount of the assessment is not permanently 
fixed, however, the guarantee appears to be equivalent to that provided under 
municipal bands. Income from this source should easily cover debt repayments, 
which will be $180,000 the first years, as well as sinking fund requirements. 
The city anticipates that as more users subscribe to the system, or as revenue- 
sharing funds are made available, residential assessments can be reduced to $6 
annually. 


Observations 


The pulverizing plant is schedule to begin construction in March 1973. It 
will be capable of processing a maximum of 640 tons of refuse per day if oper- 
ated on a three-shift basis. This is equivalent to the needs of a population 
of 250,000. Initially the system will be serving only the city of Great Falls 
(population 60,000) and several small incorporated towns in outlying areas. 


Recently, Cascade County established a county-wide solid waste district. 
Under a 1969 Montana law, the County Commissioners have the power to establish 
such a district, to require compliance with its solid waste program by all "un- 
incorporated" towns, and to finance whatever capital investment is required by 
20-year bonds. These bonds would be repaid out of a solid waste tax assessment 
placed on each household. 


The county has subsequently set up a number of small landfills and is per- 
forming collection and disposal services for all areas except Great Falls and a 
few small incorporated towns. These small towns pay a $1 per month (or $12 per 
year) fee for disposal to the county, which then transfers this payment to the 
city of Great Falls. 


Great Falls has invested in a disposal system with substantial excess ca- 
pacity. The city engineer felt that this was not unreasonable, however. Great 
Falls expects its system to have lower operating costs than many of the county 
landfill systems, and it anticipates increased usage by surrounding areas. It 
is interesting to speculate on whether this change will ever take place. Since 
the counties have just set up their own systems, it is not likely that they will 
Switch over any time soon. In the meantime, the residents of Great Falls have 
to pay off the cost of the pulverizer over the next five years. The operation 


$6 


=> 


has a life expectancy of at least 20 years. 


State Solid Waste legislation was passed in 1969, 


Original specs called for a 75 cu. yard transfer trailer. However, Montana 
highway load-bearing limits of 40 pounds per square inch prohibited the use 
of the larger trailer for transporting the denser refuse. 


Voter approval was not required for this assessment. 


This assessment will be $21 per year. 
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OPERATIONAL COST COMPARISON 


a pe re ae er a ee en re ee 


FULL IMPLEMENTATION 


@ ITEM | - PRESENT SYSTEM, PROPOSED SYSTEM 
Personnel Services $510,539 $220,000 
Supplies 33,850 19,000 
Other Services 
and Charges 68,232 51,900 
Total Operating Expense _ $612,621 $290,000 


THREE YEAR PHASING 


CAPITAL INVESTMENTS 


FY 76 FY 77 FY 78 Totals 
R.R. Trucks (2) $50,000 (1) 27,000 (1) 30,000 107,000 
90 Gal Cont. (1000) 100,000 (1000)105, 000 (16710) 205 810 (3871) 410,810 


300 Gal.Cont. (2500) 375,000 (1800)288,000 (254) 43,180 (4554) 706,180 


Total $525,000 $420, 000 $278,990 ~~ $1,223,990 


OPERATING COSTS 


Rapid Rail (2) 10,000 (3) 16,200 (4) 24,000 
Trucks (Amort. ) 

(Operations) (2) 35,000 Way 60 000 54375 -000 
Containers 47,500 88,800 120,000 
(Amort.) 

Rear Loaders (7) 420,000 (4)260,000 (2)140,000 
Spares. (2) 36,000 eile OOO) 0 
Bin Truck (1) 12,000 (1) 20,000 (1) 40,000 
Supervision 

Spare Pers. (6) 72,000 (5) 65.000 (4) 56,000 
Unattrited 

Personnel (4) 48,000 (8)104, 000 (4) 56,000 
Administration ere, oe0 - 9 43,000 47,000 
& Total $720,500 56/5,000 | $558,000 

Budget $818,000 $834,000 $868, 000 


Savings $ 97,500 $159, 000 $310,000. 
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COLLECTION PERSONNEL REQUIREMENTS ¢ | 
@ | 



































FY 75 
Present FY 76 FY 77 FY 78 FY 79 
Supervision 
& 
spare personnel ty 6 5 4 4 
Rear loader 33 21 pale: 6 é 
Bin Truck 0 at 2 2 2 
Rapid Rail ee es 2 3 4 4 
Subtotal 40 31 Be, 16 16 
Unattrited 
personnel 0 4 8 4 ; 0 
Total 40 | 35 30 20% 16 
Annual ( 
Salary 
Savings | 0 $60,000 $130,000 $280,000 $360,000 
BUDGET CONSIDERATIONS 
FY 76 FY 77 FY 78 FY 79 FY 80 
Equip. Monies $ 97,200 0 0 0 0 
Budget 818,000 834,000 .851,000 868,000 885,400 
915,200 834,000 851,000 868,000 885, 400 
Investment 525,000 420,000 278,990 (ie: 100,000 
Operations 720,500 675,000 571,989 617,800 667, 200 
Total $1,245,500 $1,095,000 $850,979 $617,800 $767,200 
Shortage $330,300 $261,000 ( + $21) (#$250,200) (+8118 « 
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COST ESTIMATE 


PRESENT COLLECTION SYSTEM 
REAR LOADER OPERATION 


SE . 3 Annual Cost: 

1. 9 Operating R.L. Trucks @ $5,000/mo. $540,000.00 

2. 2 spare R. L. Trucks @ $1,500/mo. 36,000.00 

3. 1 Bin Truck -@ $1,000/mo. 12,000.00 

ey: Supervision and spare personnel @ $1,000/mo. 84,000.00 
Sos, Administrative costs ae peri 40,000.00 
Total $712,000.00 


COST ESTIMATE 


RAPID RAIL OPERATION 


Annual Cost 





1. 2 Operating R. L. Trucks @ $5,000/mo. $120,000.00 
2. 1 Bin Truck @ $3,000/mo. 36,000.00 
3. 5 Supervision & spare personnel @ $1,000/mo. 60,000.00 
4. 4 Rapid Rail Trucks 
Cost Breakdown: 
ia. Containers —- 10 yr. Amort. $118,000 
Det Eucks — Syr Amont.< 20,000 
Gye rsealary —-Drivers 48,000 
d. Fuel | | 12,000 
e. Maintenance £5; ODO 
Subtotal 213,000.00 
5. Administrative costs 40,000.00 
Total 469,000.00 
FY 1976 Budget | 818,000.00 
aie TMRRL ES. Sheet je Savings . 349,000.00 
Es PEPER Ea ERE YT de 2 a ee Ae ; 
* Present System .— 712,000.00 


6( E Savings $243,000.00 


CAPITAL REQUIREMENT 





CALCULATIONS ‘ 


For Resident Collection 


Present Forecast 
City Customers 18,089 "x IS07 (growth) (sLoiaes 
19,355 % 80%. tor Alley Pickup 15,484 
Curb Pickup . J Gk 


CONTAINER REQUIREMENT 


15,484 + 3.4 customers oh 4,554 300 Gal.Containers 
per container 


CCA E 90 Gal.Containers 
8,425 
CONTAINER COST 
4,554 x $150 683,100 
3,871 x $1007 : 38 7100 reE 
Subtotal 1 [010 f20Gms 


TRUCK REQUIREMENTS 
“Pickup @ 600/day, 5 day week = 3,000/wk 


8,425 + 3,000 = 2.80 trucks 


Say 3 trucks plus 1 spare @ 29,,000) ean => | 100,000 





Total Capital Cost 51,170,200 
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CITY OF PHOENIX 


ce) COMPARTSONS 


1974-75 Budget 


54 — 3 man Rear Load $4,123,000 
64 — 1 man Shupack } Ze 2 OU 
10 — 2 man Bin Truck 636,000 


$7,751,000 


Convert to Shu-Pack 


136 — 1 man ShuPack 56,357,000 
10 — 2 man Bin Trucks 636,000 
$6993 000 


Convert to Rapid Rail 


83 — 1 man Rapid Rail $4,550,000 
“10 — 2 man Bin Trucks 636,000 
| $5,186,000 
Savings $2,565,000 
MANPOWER 

3 man Rear Loaders : 408 

1 man ShuPack ; 263 

l man Rapid Rail 160 
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FIVE YEAR PHA@_NG 
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i: CAPITAL INVESTMENTS 3 
ae FY 76 3 FY 77 FY 78 FY 79 FY 80 Total 
R.R. Trucks (2) $50,000 2 )e 27,000 (ye 30,000 (1) 33,000 140,000 
Containers- 
90 Gal. (450) 45,000 (550). 57,800 °(1000)110,000 (1100)132,000 (900)112,500 457,300 
300 Gal. (1350) 202,500 (1150) 184,000 (800)136,000 (900)162,000 (506) 92,500 777,000 
Totals $297-500 $268,800 $276,000 $294,000 $238,000$1,374,300 - 
ee oe eee Oe ee ee 
OPERATING COSTS 
Rapid Rail 
Trucks (2) 10,000 (3) 16,200 (A) = 24,000 © (4) 265900". (5) 32,000 
Trucks Oper. (141) 30,000 (241) 55,000 (3+1) 80,000 (341) 90,000 (4+1)120,000 
Containers 24,750 50,500 78,100 102,800 137,000 
Rear Loader (9) 540,000 (7 ia 455,000 (5323507000 (32255000 (2)160,000 
Spares (2) 36,000 (2) 40,000 (1) 22,000 (1) 24,000 0 
Bin Trucks (2-322 -000 (1) 18,000 =(3')- “305.000 (19 42,000 (1) 60,000 
Supervision 
& spare pers. (6) 72,000 (5) 65,000 (4) 56,000 (4) 60,000 (5) 80,000 
Unattrited pers. (2) 24,000 (4) 52,000 (3): 42,000 ~ (4). 60,000 (2) 32,000 
Administration ae 0,000 43,000 47,000 22,000 28,000 
Total 788,750 794,700 129200 681,800 679,000 
Budget 818,000 834,000 851,000 868 , 000 885,400 
Savings $29,250 5397300 $121,900 $186,200 $206,400 


Total Savings: $583,050 


Personnel Services 


Proposed System 


supplies 
Proposed System 


Other Charges/Services 


Proposed System 


Capital Outlay 


Proposed System 


Totals 


Proposed System 


BUDGET COMPARISONS 


75-76 | 





553,556 


488,000. 


36,558 
32,000 


73,690 
68 ,000 


79,200 


525,000 


743,004 


L115, 000 


oS PRS he! Le Is 


10 fil, 





598,270 
457,000 


39,483 
23,000 


79,587 
62,000 


57,200 


372,000 


774,540 
914,000 


-139 ,460 


G5 


I Mis Od 


646,505 
343,000 


43,641 
20,000 


855950 
60,000 


61,800 


215,400 


836,899 


638,400 


+198, 499 
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698,643" 
301,000 


46,052 
21,600 


92,829 
64,800 


66,600 
35,000 


904,124 


422,400 


+481,724 
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PEOPLE'S REACTION AND SERVICE TRANo*ER FEAS [BILITY 


in general, the reaction I'm picking up from people in the smaller commun- 
ities is that they resent the government telling them that they have to comply 
with these laws. They tend to blame Helena anc Planning, not realizing that the 
Legislature passed these laws in 1973. 

Garbage is a very personal thing. Having easy access to a site and not 
having someone stand over you is most desirable to people. I! think that people, 
especially in the valley and Hast Helena, will disagree with a service transfer, 
but if they get a true picture of costs they might change their mins. 

However, I purposely went to a meeting out in Jefferson County to hear their 
reaction to the Solid Waste Board fox their area. 

The people's number one complaint was that they weren't aware of what was 
going on from the very befinning and didn't know the alternatives. leople have 
to be involved, Under state law, every household has to be noti ied of any pro- 
posal. 

The people that showed up were those that were in opjoSition. jiros tha’. 
wer2 in favor never Came, 

A service transfer or consolidation is feasible for 3o0lid Waste for Lewis 
and Clark County. The only question that 1 had and consulted the State Commission 
Attorney about is Would a service transfer nullify district boundary change re- 
quirements? 

Attorney's opinion is that yes, if you set up the form stating authority, 
responsibilities, and financial boundaries. (Informal opinion) 

If the study Commissions went for one solid waste disposal for the people 
in the Helena scratch Gravel District, the outlying areas, the City of Helena, 
and the City of East Helena, it would be best to expand the Scratch Gravel Vis- 
trict to include ail of the outlying areas except Augusta, Wolf Creek and Craig. 
The Scratch Gravel District and the City of East Helena would then contract with 
the City of Helena to provide that service. 

The Scratch Gravel District has to be expanded so that the fee for Service 
could be ‘collected on people's taxes. A joint city-county rate review board 
would have to be set up to check yearly on the cost of disposal. 
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RESOURCE PERSONS 


State Department of Lands 

Mr. Terry Carmody, Director Solid Waste Management Bureau 
Mr. Duane Robertson, Registered Sanitarian 

Mr. Vic Anderson, Registered Sanitarian 

Mr. Pat Trusler, Registered Sanitarian 

Mr. Don Lewis, Sanitation Department Head, City of Helena 
Mr, Al Thelen, City Manager 


Mr. Dave Thomas, Sanitarian 
Mr. Les Cramer, Sanitarian 
Mr, Will Selser, Sanitarian 
Mr, Craig Brawner, Sanitarian 


-Art Woods, County Commissioner 

Chris Gardner, County Commissioner 

Art Connick, County Commissioner 

. Dorothy Wagner, Bookkeeper, Clerk and Recorder 

Mike Sehestedt, Attorney, State Commission on Local Government 
Steve Brown, Attorney, State Department of Health 
Walter Murfitt, Attormey, City of East Helena 
Willis Kroll, Dumpmaster 

William Ardnt, Councilman, East Helena 

Frank Murgel, Councilman, East Helena 

. Isabel Pistelak, Councilwoman, East Helena 

. Garnet Dietrick, City Clerk, East Helena 

Dave Foster, Mayor, City of East Helena 

Jim Hartley, Hartley's Garbage Service 

Jim Lantz, J&J Garbage Service 

Ben Forsyth, Supervisor District #4 Fish and Game 

Ed Naughton, Sec.-Treas. Lincoln District 

Doug Stewart, Montana Recycling Center 

Ralph Hahn, Chairman Scratch Gravel Board 

Robert O'Leary, Sec. Scratch Gravel Board 

. Barbara Mizner, Study Commissioner, East Helena 
Gene Donaldson, Study Commissioner, Lewis and Clark County 
Jim Ketchman, Montana Department of Natural Resources 
George Engler,. Bureau of Land Management 

Darrel McDaniel, Bureau of Land Management 

. Barry E, Damshcen, Consultant H.D.R. 

. candra Whitney, Researcher, County Study Commission 
Dr. Dawson, City-County Health Officer 

Mr. Lloyd Stadheim, County Assessor 

Mr. Don Pollack, Craig Property Owner 

(Mrs. Masher, Tee Bar Ranch 
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